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ABSTRACT 
 
This thesis aims to investigate the visitor experience at religious heritage sites, using case 
studies from Jordan. There is little empirical research on the nature of the visitor experience 
and the characteristics that distinguish secular visitors from faith-based ones. The study 
directs its attention to understanding the differences and similarities between the 
experiences of three motivational groups namely, pilgrims, religious tourists, and secular 
tourists. In addition, it attempts to identify the nature of the factor(s) affecting visitors’ 
experiences and accordingly suggests a practical management approach in order to  manage 
the visitor experience better. 
 
Thus, three case study sites, Mt Nebo, Bethany, and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers were 
chosen for data collection. Both interviews and questionnaires were employed to gather 
data from the site visitors. Interviews were conducted with site managers to gain in- depth 
information about their management practices and their influence on the visitor experience. 
Site managers consist of the Franciscan Fathers at Mt Nebo, the Baptism Site Commission 
at Bethany and the Imam at the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. 
 
The sample population has been chosen randomly. It consisted of 1006 respondents (499 
from Mt Nebo, 252 from Bethany, and 255 from the Cave of the Seven Sleepers) aged 18 
years old and above. The research paradigm utilised a constructivist approach. Hence, after 
data collection and analysis, a model has been modified to conceptualise the visitor 
experience at religious heritage sites. This model was first introduced by Falassi (1987) 
and was later modified by Bond (2013). 
 
The research findings suggest that the sense of spirituality at religious heritage sites is the 
most influential factor affecting visitors’ experiences regardless of their motivations. In 
addition, the cultural attributes of the visitors at the case study sites have an influence on 
their experiences, especially for Jordanians who are culturally tied to the sites. The results 
also show that visitors in general are willing to interact with each other and to share the 
religious experiences at the case study sites. However, visitors’ engagement with the site’s 
spiritual and cultural values was highly influenced by the performance of the staff team, 
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especially tour guides who played a crucial role in site interpretation. 
 
To provide practical methods in order to maximise the visitor experience at religious 
heritage sites, this thesis also examines the efficiency of a number of management models 
and approaches such as Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), Tourism Opportunity 
Spectrum (TOS), Visitor Impact Management Framework (VIM), Limits of Acceptable 
Change (LAC), Visitor Activity Management Plan (VAMP), Sustainable Tourism 
Development (STD), Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP), and Tourism 
Optimisation Management Model (TOMM). These models and approaches are mainly 
concerned with site capacity issues as well as measurement of the physical impacts that 
visitors have on the site. They pay little attention to the staff team which has a focal 
influence on visitors’ experiences through site management and interpretation. 
 
In order to fill the gap of the efficiency of the abovementioned models and approaches, this 
research suggests Total Quality Management (TQM) as a potential management approach 
to manage the visitor experience in a better way. By applying TQM approach to religious 
heritage sites, site managers will be able to understand visitors’ motivations, improve the 
quality of their staff team in charge of the service delivery and sustain the integrity of the 
religious heritage sites themselves. This will also make visitors stay longer to generate more 
income for the religious heritage sites and the local communities at these sites and enhance 
the reputation of Jordan as a destination for religious tourism. 
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1  
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
Introduction and Background 
 
The tendency for people to interpret elements of their world from a spiritual perspective 
has been a common thread among many different civilisations. Mesopotamians, Egyptians 
and Greeks once believed that natural disasters (e.g. floods, fire, and famine) were the result 
of the anger of the gods at people who disobeyed their rules. Thus, people speak to their deity 
or deities through ceremonies, sacrifices and in some cases, through pilgrimage to their 
religious centre to avoid the anger of the god(s) and to practice their religious beliefs 
(Taylor, 2004; Ross-Bryant, 2013). Although the religious significance of some ancient 
sacred sites has been lost over time, there is still an interest in their cultural values and 
artefacts (Blackwell, 2007). In this regard, Kamil (2000, p. 1) argues that religious tourism 
is a “fixture of both ancient and modern tourism and that although religious tourism was 
practiced during the ancient civilisations, its importance is revealed now as a mainstay of 
secular tourism in many countries”. Accordingly, a site like Busiris in ancient Egypt, which 
was visited by pilgrims, now attracts modern secular tourists who are inspired by cultural 
and historical significance of the site (Kamil, 2000). 
 
Traveling to religious sites has continued to attract people throughout the development of 
human societies. Religious travel was an influential social phenomenon in the medieval 
period. It inspired governmental and religious authorities to establish hostels and 
infrastructure in order to guide pilgrims to specific shrines and religious sites (Tomasi, 
2002; Shackley, 2001). The large number of pilgrims to the Ise, Izumo shrines and the 
Shikoku 88-temple during the medieval period, for example, required the Shogunal 
officials in Japan to improve the infrastructure of these sites (Deal, 2005). 
 
In recent years, religious travel has become more organised, industrialised and 
commercially oriented (Menzie, 2014). It plays a key role in improving the economy of 
different countries and cities, such as the Vatican, Jerusalem and Saudi Arabia. According 
to the United Nations World Tourism Organisation (UNWTO), approximately 300 to 330 
million pilgrims visit the key religious heritage sites of the world every year (Menzie, 
2014). 
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Religious heritage sites appeal to visitors whose motivations are variously religious and 
secular. However, pilgrims are poles apart from their secular counterparts as their visits are 
motivated by factors related to religion (Blackwell, 2007, Bond, 2013). Consequently, 
pilgrims at religious heritage sites strive for an experience which transcends them from the 
mundane world to a spiritual world where they can encounter a sense of spirituality and 
have a connection with the sacredness (Shackley, 2001; Blackwell, 2007, Bond, 2013). 
This is emphasised by Maslow's (1970) work indicating that pilgrims undergo a sense of 
connection with the elements of the sacred site culminating in a peak experience. He states 
that: 
 
“during a peak experience, people feel an extreme level of concentration; a more 
detached or objective viewpoint; a sense of selflessness, or egolessness; the world is 
seen as good and desirable; there is a sense of humility, wonder and awe; the individual 
feels more “the creative centre of his own activities”; they may perceive the universe 
“as an integrated and unified whole”; and they may feel extremely lucky or grateful to 
have had the experience, accompanied with a desire to give something back to the 
world in response’’ (p.59). 
 
These strong emotional connections between pilgrims and sacred sites have encouraged 
some scholars to believe that pilgrims have different experiences than those of secular 
tourists and consequently they should be distinguished from each other at religious heritage 
sites (De Sousa, 1993; Cohen, 1996; Diagance, 2003; Shackley, 2003). From their 
perspective, while pilgrims are religiously or spiritually motivated, secular tourists are 
motivated by pleasure, education, curiosity, and relaxation (Ozkan, 2013). Accordingly, 
they believe that mixing pilgrims with secular tourists at a religious heritage site will 
negatively affect pilgrims’ experiences; especially since the actions of secular visitors (e.g., 
taking pictures and making noise) could be upsetting to pilgrims who are looking for a 
peaceful experience wherein they can gain spiritual betterment by connecting with the 
sacredness at sacred sites (Van Gennep, 1960; Turner, 1977; Diagance, 2003; Shackley, 
2003). 
 
On the contrary, another stream of literature suggests that separating pilgrims from secular 
tourists will reduce the overall experience for visitors. This is because visitors, regardless of 
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motivations, are interested in interacting with each other, and they share the same physical 
facilities such as infrastructure, means of transportation, and financial resources 
(MacCannell, 1976;  Graburn, 1989; Rinschede, 1992; Kaelber, 2006; Olsen &  Timothy, 
2006; Garrard, 2010; Di Giovine, 2011; Bond, 2013, Ozkan, 2013; Katic, et al, 2014; Ebad, 
2014). In addition, they believe that both pilgrims and secular tourists are looking for 
transformative experiences through which they can be away from the everyday routine 
activities and find means by which they meet their psychological desires such as connecting 
with their cultural roots as well as past memories. Thus, they suggest that pilgrims can take 
various forms since the sense of spiritualty is generated from an individual’s personal belief 
and desires, which could be religious and/or secular. This is illustrated by Garrard (2010, p. 
1) as he states “iconic places whose stories and contents preserve that community spirit in 
a very broad sense. Their beauty and strangeness can captivate believers and non-believers 
alike given rise to a sense of connection that could be described as spiritual”. 
 
The debates as to whether pilgrims are only those who are spiritually motivated, and should 
be separated from other types of non-pilgrim tourists, or whether non-pilgrim tourists, like 
pilgrims, can have a transformative experience such as being spiritually motivated by the 
site’s spiritual and cultural values, have led to an ambiguity of what characteristics 
distinguish faith-based from secular visitors at religious heritage sites. Unfortunately, there 
is little empirical research on comparing visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites 
based on their motivations in order to find means by which such experiences are fully 
understood and maximised (Di Giovine, 2011; Bond, 2013). 
 
Attempts to understand visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites mainly emerged 
from tourist typology methods (Duffus & Dearden, 1990; Beeho & Prentic, 1997; Tomasi, 
2002; Bond, 2013). With the help of tourist typology, there is a possibility to distinguish 
visitors from each other through their psychological and/or demographic characteristics 
(e.g., age, gender, educational level etc…); in this way, they can be divided into groups 
and subgroups (Hvenegaard, 2002). This helps site managers to understand similarities and 
differences among visitors’ experiences at a tourist destination. This process can be also 
beneficial for the planning, management and marketing of tourism (Duffus & Dearden, 
1990; Hvenegaard, 2002). Accordingly, data about what type of visitors go to a certain  
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destination allows site managers to address issues arising from different motivations, 
experiences, impacts of tourist types, and to identify which group of visitors is more likely 
to be found at different stages in the evaluation of tourism areas (Hvenegaard, 2002; Duffus 
& Dearden, 1990). Furthermore, tourist typology is beneficial for site sustainability and for 
matching tourism types to resource capabilities (Wall, 1993; Hvenegaard, 2002). 
 
In his book Tourism and Religion, Vukonic (1996) attempts to understand visitors’ 
experiences at religious heritage sites using tourist typology methods. He presents and 
examines the relationship between pilgrims and non-pilgrim tourists from sociological, 
economic and anthropological perspectives. Neglecting to criticise the theoretical or the 
paradigmatic frameworks in the field of religious travel, he relies on his own observations 
and conclusions to investigate this relationship. 
 
In a quantitative study investigating visitors’ experiences during their visit to the cotton 
mills at Lanark World Heritage Village in Scotland, Beeho and Prentice (1997) direct their 
attention at understanding visitors’ experiences while considering the impacts of their 
personal characteristics such as motivation and expectation. They use the ASEB (activities, 
settings, experiences, benefits) grid analysis as a model to analyse visitors’ experiences. 
The ASEB is a management tool. It is concerned with visitors’ expectations, and with what 
is actually being gained or consumed by visitors during a visit to a particular attraction. In 
their study they found that individual visitors perceived the village differently. These 
differences were affected by personal elements such as thoughts, feelings, expressive 
behaviours, emotional reactions, activities, evaluation and simulation through sensation. 
Thus, they suggest that visitors’ experiences go through stages of satisfaction. While some 
stages are related to tangible aspects such as proper infrastructure, others are intangible and 
related to visitors’ need for spirituality and educational experiences (e.g., knowing the 
history of the site and cultures). 
 
In line with Beeho and Prentice’s work, Bond (2013) investigated visitors’ experiences at 
English Cathedrals using the ASEB model. He used qualitative and quantitative approaches 
involving the participation of 534 Christian subjects and found that English Cathedrals 
attracted different groups of visitors who were interested in religious, cultural and spiritual 
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factors. Like other scholars (e.g. Blackwell, 2007; Olsen, 2006; Shackley, 2003), he found 
that visitors’ motivations and behaviours changed while they were on the site, and there 
was a sense of spirituality affecting them during the visit. However, the studies by Beeho 
and Prentice (1997) and Bond (2013) were mainly quantitative, focusing on individual sites, 
which had Christian faith-based travelers who were usually sharing similar religious 
practices and perceptions (Tomasi, 2002). This makes their research ungeneralisable to 
other visitors with different religious and cultural backgrounds. In addition, the previous 
studies focused on understanding the visitor experience without drawing out clear 
implications based on a management model and/or an approach in which visitors’ 
experiences can be maximised in a practical way. 
 
In order to fill the gap in the literature, this study attempts to understand visitors’ 
experiences at three case study sites in Jordan with religious heritage significance that 
attracts visitors with different religious backgrounds, particularly the monotheistic ones. 
Visitors’ experiences in the present study were compared to their motivations and 
demographics so as to have a comprehensive understanding about the factors that affect 
visitors’ experiences and attitudes towards a certain aspect at the sites. The research 
findings support the notion that visitors’ motivations at religious heritage sites have the 
greatest influence on their experiences (Blackwell, 2007; Tomasi, 2002; Bond, 2013). 
Thus, data discussion will focus on three motivational groups namely, pilgrims, religious 
tourists, and secular tourists. 
 
Furthermore, this study compares a number of visitor management models and approaches 
that might be applied to the management visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites. 
These models and approaches are: Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), Tourism 
Opportunity Spectrum (TOS), Visitor Impact Management Framework (VIM), Limits of 
Acceptable Change (LAC), Visitor Activity Management Plan (VAMP), Sustainable 
Tourism Development (STD), Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP), and 
Tourism Optimisation Management Model (TOMM). 
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The above-mentioned models and approaches are normative and have been implemented by 
national parks and protected research areas where the main focus is to investigate visitors’ 
motivations and expectations and to measure the physical impacts of visitors on the fragile 
elements of the site (Hall & McArthur, 1996; Mylonopoulos et al., 2011; Amaska, 2013). 
They propose that if visitors have normative criteria related to aspects of recreation 
experience, then such norms can be measured and used as a basis for formulating standards 
of quality, such as measuring the maximum acceptable number of groups that visitors’ 
feeling can be encountered per day along the wilderness trail (Mylonopoulos et al., 2011). 
 
The most significant limitation of the aforementioned visitor and site management models 
and approaches is their narrow scope. For example, the Visitor Activity Management Plan 
mainly focuses on the management of visitor activities and their impacts on the fragile 
elements of the site (McCool, 2006); the Tourism Opportunity Spectrum chiefly focuses on 
the creation of tourism-related opportunities (McCool, 2006); the Visitor Impact 
Management Framework primarily focuses on the impact of the visitor’s activities on the 
site and other visitors ( Driver et al., 2003), and so on. 
 
Additionally, these models deal with the psychological and physical aspects of the visitor 
experience (e.g., expectations and site access) and their impacts on the features of the site. 
In these models. little emphasis is put on the quality of the service team which qualitatively 
affects visitors’ experiences through site maintenance and interpretation (Consultants, 1997; 
Shackley, 2003; Mill, 2007; Jacobi & Manning, 2006). In Jordan, for instance, most of the 
religious heritage sites have religious and historical significance which requires a proper 
interpretation in order to engage the visitor spiritually and culturally with such sites (e.g., 
the three case study sites in this study) (Hararhsheh, 2009). Thus, the management models 
and approaches discussed above may not be effective in managing visitors’ experiences at 
these sites, particularly the intangible side of the experience which is significantly affected 
by the quality of the service team. 
 
To address these issues, a new model is proposed, that of Total Quality Management 
(TQM). TQM has a long history of being adopted by government and private enterprises 
which have sought  to  increase the quality of the service team  (through     meetings  and 
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continuous assessment of their performance), the products and the services that an 
organisation offers, regardless of its industry of origin (Koc, 2006; Martinez-Lorente et al., 
1998). Thus, in this study TQM is proposed as a potential management approach which 
may help to improve the management of the religious travel experience and in particular 
the intangible elements of such experience. 
 
In the present study, qualitative and quantitative research methods were applied together 
to provide multiple perspectives on the issues under investigation. The qualitative method 
uses in-depth interviews with visitors, locals, and site managers so that in-depth 
information about their experiences with the site can be obtained. The quantitative method 
consists of a visitor survey which has been designed to obtain data about visitors’ 
experiences with the cultural, religious and secular elements of the case study site. These 
mixed-methods allow a detailed level of investigation, while concurrently examining the 
limitations of each method (Creswell, 2009). 
 
Three Jordanian sites, Mt Nebo, Bethany and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers have been 
chosen as case studies. Each of the selected sites has historical and spiritual significance 
and attracts a large number of visitors each year. Jordan has scarce natural resources and 
relies on tourism as a primary source of income (MOTA, 2012). The contribution of the 
tourism sector to the Global Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in Jordan reached 20.3% in 
2013 (World Travel and Tourism Council, 2014). The Religious Tourism sector is one of 
the most significant segments of the tourism industry in Jordan (World Travel and Tourism 
Council, 2014). The recognition of Jordan as an integral part of the Holy Land was 
enhanced by two significant factors, namely, the three papal visits (Paul VI in 1964, John-
Paul II in 2000 and Benedict XVI in 2009) to Jordan, and the discovery of Mt Nebo and 
the Baptism site (Neveu, 2010). After the historic visit of Paul VI to Jordan in 1964 six 
holy sites in Jordan were recognised as pilgrimage destinations for Roman Catholics; these 
are Mt Nebo, the Citadel of Mukawer, the Catholic shrine in the church of Anjara, Tell Marl 
Elias, Bethany (the Baptism site) and the Citadel of Amman (Maffi, 2009).
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Even though such sites and others1 have high religious and cultural significance, most 
tourists to Jordan make a short visit (Harahsheh, 2009). This may be due to the lack of 
attractions, which appeal to travellers with different requirements (Harahsheh, 2009). 
Hence, this study also discusses other Jordanian sites with religious heritage significance 
which have the potentiality to attract visitors. 
 
Aims and Objectives 
 
The purpose of this study is to understand visitors’ experiences at the three case study sites. 
Accordingly, this study investigates the factors affecting visitors’ experiences whenever 
they visit a religious heritage site. The following question is proposed to supplement the 
purpose of the research: 
 
What are the most important factors that influence visitors’ experiences at religious 
heritage sites? 
 
In order to understand visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites and the methods in 
which such experiences can be maximised while maintaining the sustainability of the site, 
the following objectives have been established: 
 
 to identify the motivational groups at religious heritage sites and to investigate the 
similarities and differences among their experiences; 
 to measure and analyse the impacts of visitors’ cultural, demographic and religious 
characteristics on their experiences; and 
 to measure and analyse the impact of the service team including site managers and 
tour guides on visitors’ experiences. 
 
Contribution of the Study 
 
The results of this study can be regarded as a contribution to the broader management of 
tourism in Jordan, which is still in a relatively underdeveloped mode regarding 
 
 
 
1 Jordan has more than 10,000 ancient sites with 200 sites related to the three great monotheistic religions: Judaism, 
Christianity and Islam (MOTA, 2012). 
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evidence-based research. Furthermore, this study is the first to apply total quality 
management principles to the visitor management of religious heritage sites and in 
particular the religious travel experience. Accordingly, this study will review and criticise 
a range of existing well-studied management models and approaches that describe the 
management of religious heritage sites. This may provide site managers with better 
management practices to generate better income from the religious heritage sites while 
achieving visitors’ satisfaction. The results of the thesis can be immediately implemented 
in a practical way by the managers of religious heritage sites in Jordan. Moreover, the 
results may also be beneficial for site managers who deal with religious heritage sites 
worldwide. 
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Summary 
 
The aim, objectives and justification of the thesis outline how this research will contribute 
to the existing body of research with regard to the understanding of visitors’ experiences 
at religious heritage sites. The research objectives arise in a context which is concerned 
with exploring the differences/similarities among visitors’ experiences at religious heritage 
sites including pilgrims, religious tourist and secular tourist. In addition, this study 
investigates the factors affecting visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites. 
 
The research approach is fundamentally different from that of other studies, which have 
been concerned with visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites. Thus, based on the 
process defined in this research, a new pathway of exploring visitors’ experiences at 
religious heritage sites is provided. Expanding the foundations set out in this chapter, the 
literature review explores key theoretical and conceptual framework relevant to the topic. 
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CHAPTER TWO: CONCEPTUALISING THE VISITOR 
EXPERIENCE AT RELIGIOUS HERITAGE SITES 
Introduction 
 
There are few studies exploring the relationship between religious travel and the factors 
that affect visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites (Garrard, 2010; Bond, 2013; 
Katic et al., 2014). This chapter directs its attention towards providing a foundation for 
such studies; a foundation that explores the traveller as an ever-changing individual who is 
influenced by a number of life factors and who is continually developing and evolving his 
or her personal values and behaviour (Iso-Ahola, 1982). Defining religious travel, 
secularism and spirituality are highlighted in order to understand the nature of the visitor 
who goes to a religious heritage site. In doing so, the characteristics of two groups of 
visitors at religious heritage sites namely, faith-based and secular visitors are investigated. 
 
Religion as a Motivation for Travel 
 
Religion can be defined in many ways. In its most basic form it is “ a system of recognizable 
beliefs and practices that acknowledge the existence of a superhuman power that enables 
people to both address and transcend problems of life’’( Raj & Morpeth, 2007, 
p. 1). Raj and Morpeth argue that the importance of religion as an inspiration for travel has 
been recognized since the starting point of humanity. Since earliest times, people have been 
visiting sacred places such as shrines located near to or far from their resident areas in order 
to venerate superior powers or to pursue different religious practices (Raj & Morpeth, 
2007). As early as around 30,000 years ago, aboriginal Australians travelled to their sacred 
places where their ancestors created the world during the Dreamtime2 (Dean, 1996). They 
believed that their ancestors had unlimited power and they had to venerate them (Dean, 
1996). 
 
Visiting religious sites was a shared practice in many early civilizations such as Egypt, 
 
 
 
 
 
2 Dreamtime is a mythological concept, where Aboriginal Australians believe that their ancestors created the world. They 
believed that they share the same spirit of the surrounded world, like the earth, the birds and plants (Koch, 2003). 
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Mesopotamia, Greece, and Rome. Here polytheistic belief systems comprised complicated 
pantheons of gods and goddesses (Hill, 2007; Costa, 2014). Religious travel was 
represented in these civilizations through many religious festivals that attracted 
worshippers to travel to specific religious centres or shrines (Costa, 2014). Religious 
festivals and ceremonies were usually carried out in honour of the king who frequently 
controlled both civilian power as the king and the ruler of the country, and religious power 
as the high priest, the God himself or the servant of gods (Bidmead, 2004). 
 
In ancient Egypt, life was organized by a set of religious concepts related to the worship of 
the deity. The Egyptians venerated the power of their gods through many religious 
festivals, which attracted thousands of religious travellers who adored their deities in 
honour of the Pharaoh, who in some cases was seen as a god himself (Lafontaine, 2004). 
Ancient Egyptians established different religious centres such as the city of Busiris in the 
middle of the Egyptian delta that attracted many believers who came to celebrate Isis, the 
god of fertility (Lafontaine, 2004). The Isis religious festival contained different 
ceremonies, sacrifices and ritual songs and the Egyptians believed it could help them to 
gain the blessing of Isis and bring prosperity to Egypt (Costa, 2014). 
 
The Babylonians also believed in many gods who controlled all aspects of their lives, 
especially wars and victory. Thus, the Babylonian kings built many temples to venerate 
their deities (Hill, 2007; Daniels, 2011). In ''Akitu'' festival, they celebrated the supremacy 
of the Babylonians over the other Mesopotamian cities by venerating Marduk, the god of 
the Sun and the god to whom the Babylonians were indebted for their victories (Bidmead, 
2004). In the spring of each year, the Babylonians venerated Marduk in a great procession 
comprising thousands of worshippers led by their king (Arnold, 2005).The Assyrians also 
celebrated the Akitu festival, or as they called it the ‘’ rêš šattim’’, meaning the ‘’beginning 
of the year’’, involving pilgrimage to sacred sites (Aprim, 2004). They also practiced a 
messianic belief whereby their kings were believed to be the sons of gods and the chosen 
rulers of Assyria (Cooper, 2000; Perry et al., 2009). 
 
The Hittite empire consisted of many city-states each with its own local gods and goddesses 
(Beckman, 1989; Spielvogel, 2014). However, they shared the worship of national deities 
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during religious festivals, which were supervised by the king himself (Beckman, 1989; 
Spielvogel, 2014). During the Hittite period many worshipers made pilgrimages to the 
‘’Yazilikaya’’ shrine which represented several Hittite gods, including the Weather god 
‘’Teshub’’ and his son ‘’Telipinu’’ the god of Vegetation (Beckman, 1989). The Hittites 
also venerated their kings who were considered the cornerstone of the universe and the link 
between people and gods (Beckman, 1989). 
 
Ancient Greeks were also polytheistic and had many temples to their various deities 
(Mikalson, 2010). According to Diodoros, the Sicilian (1 BC), more than 40,000 thousand 
pilgrims who came from all around Greece attended the ''Nemean'' religious festival to 
worship Zeus, their celestial god and the great god of the Pantheon (Dillon, 1997). 
 
The importance of religion as a motivation for travel continues to attract people up to the 
present. In 2013, the Maha Kumbha Mela Festival in India attracted approximately 100 
million believers who visited the site to take a sacred bath in the Ganges and Yamuna 
Rivers (BBC, 2013). The pilgrimage to Mecca is considered to be one of the world's biggest 
annual pilgrimages (Saudi Cultural Orientation, 2012) Pilgrimage to Mecca is regarded as 
the fifth pillar of Islam and it is compulsory for every adult Muslim provided that he or she 
is physically and financially able to make the pilgrimage. In recent years, the number of 
pilgrims to Mecca is estimated to be over 2.5 million Muslims (Saudi Cultural Orientation, 
2012). 
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Figure 2.1: Sacred bath in the Ganges River (Source, San Francisco chronicle, 2011). 
15  
 
 
Figure 2.2: Pilgrimage at Mecca (Source, Shadia Alem, 2012). 
 
Conceptualising Religious Tourism 
 
The UNWTO defines tourism as an industry which encompasses “persons who are traveling 
to and staying in places outside their usual environment for not more than one consecutive 
year for leisure, business, and other purposes not related to the exercise of an activity 
remunerated from within the place visited’’ (Vencovska, 2014 p. 10). Tourism is a global 
industry that calls on many different resources (e.g. natural, cultural, human and capital) to 
meet tourists’ various needs and motivations (Hall & Kearsley, 2001; Stear, 2007). As a 
result of this broad basis, several types of tourism have emerged worldwide including 
cultural/heritage tourism, health tourism, ecotourism, adventure and sport tourism, 
religious tourism, and many other types (Sharpley & Telfer, 2002). Significantly, however, 
religious tourism is recognised as the oldest form of tourism (Sharpley & Tefler, 2002, 
Blackwell, 2007). Indeed, Collins-Kreiner (2006), argues that the idea of pilgrimage stems 
from tourism since the word pilgrim is generated from the Latin word peregrinus meaning 
stranger. This meaning is related to the Latin word tornus, a tool for describing a circle or 
a turner’s wheel, from which the term tourism has been derived. 
 
Traveling to religious heritage sites requires the engagement of travellers and the amenities 
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of the site such as transport and other touristic facilities on one hand, and on the other, the 
host community and the religious/cultural values of the site (Shackley, 2003). Travellers 
use the touristic features at a religious heritage site such as accommodation, restaurants, 
and souvenir shops. As a result, such dealings generate a number of economic, social and 
environmental impacts on travellers, the site, and the local community (Shackley, 2003). 
Although there are commonalities with other types of tourism, religious tourism is 
perceived as a special type of travel since visitors at religious heritage sites have different 
behavioural patterns and motivations influenced by the religious/heritage values at the site, 
and by their religious and cultural characteristics, which are sensitive aspects for many 
people (Digance, 2003; Blackwell, 2007). 
 
The term ‘religious tourism’ as well as the travellers who are associated with it have been 
always a matter of discussion among scholars (e.g. Turner, 1978; Cohen, 1992; Smith, 
1992; Tomasi, 2002; Pavicic, 2007; Mu et al., 2007; Margry, 2008; Jamal & Robinson, 
2009; Bond, 2013; Katic et al., 2014). While some scholars perceive pilgrimage as a form 
of tourism (e.g. Liebersohn, 1996; Bond, 2013; Ozkan, 2013), others believe that 
pilgrimage and tourism are different types of travel (Cohen, 1996; Shackley, 2003). This 
has led to an ambiguity regarding who could be described as a pilgrim, a religious or a 
secular visitor. 
 
Traveling to religious shrines and centres, or even attending religious festivals and 
activities, is not limited to religious visitors; rather, secular visitors are also common at 
religious sites (Olsen & Timothy, 2006; Rojo, 2007). In fact, it has been argued that 
religious heritage sites appeal to secular visitors more than their faith-based counterparts 
even pilgrims (Beeho & Prentice, 1996; Bond, 2013). Thus, previous research suggested 
that in order to understand the visitor experience, it is crucial to determine the types of 
visitors at religious heritage sites (e.g. Blackwell, 2007; Bond, 2013). 
 
Religious Heritage Sites: Visitor Typology 
 
Both faith-based and secular visitors are influenced by the religious, secular and spiritual 
elements of a destination (Ozkan, 2013). However, defining the characteristics that 
distinguish one type from the other is challenging (Cohen, 1992; Smith, 1992; Tomasi,  
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2002; Collins-Kreiner, 2006; Bond, 2013). Theories which have compared religious  and 
secular visitors according to their motivations and experiences are divided into two main 
concepts, namely, divergence and convergence (Cohen, 1992). 
 
Convergence Theories 
 
Convergence advocates (e.g.  MacCannell,   1976;   Rinschede,  1992;  Graburn,  1989; 
Kaelber, 2006; Olsen & Timothy, 2006; Garrard, 2010; Di Giovine, 2011; Bond, 2013, 
Ozkan, 2013; Katic, et al, 2014; Ebad, 2014) consider pilgrims as visitors with religious 
and or secular motivations. Rinschede (1992), for example, refers to pilgrims as those 
travellers who are motivated either in part or exclusively for religious reasons. Graburn 
(1989) describes tourism as a sacred journey in which visitors are motivated to experience 
the non-ordinary sites which are symbolically sacred. He argues that tourism is a sacred 
journey ‘’in the sense of being exciting, renewing, and inherently self-fulfilling’’ because 
the aim of the touristic journey is “symbolically sacred and morally on a higher plane than 
the regards of the ordinary workday world’’ (Graburn 1989, p. 28). Hence, from Graburn’s 
perspective, both secular and religious travellers are looking to fulfil their psychological 
needs through a transformative experience. Similarly, MacCannell (1976; 1999) believes 
that tourists recognise tourism as a shelter where they can escape from the modern world 
and allow themselves to be exposed to an authentic experience. Thus, he argues that 
tourism is a modern substitute for religion, since both of them are searching for meanings 
and a serious intention to find a sense of belonging and context. People need to travel to a 
particular site which is related to their culture and or religion in order to reinforce their 
religious or spiritual identity and their cultural backgrounds. Therefore, from MacCannell’s 
point of view, since tourism provides travellers with a sense of belonging, as does religion, 
they are the same. Smith (1992) also supports the notion that a tourist is a seeker for an 
authentic experience. As a result, she perceives a tourist as a pilgrim. Similarly, Turner 
(1978, p. 20), from his anthropological perspective about pilgrimage in the Christian 
culture, proposed that “a tourist is half a pilgrim if a pilgrim is half a tourist”. 
 
Olsen and Timothy believe that “from the perspective of tourism, pilgrims and tourists are 
structurally and spatially the same or forms of one another ’’ (Olsen & Timothy 2006, p. 
6). Both pilgrims and secular tourists use the site facilities and transportations and 
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therefore they share a similar experience while they are visiting a religious heritage site. 
 
Liebersohn (1996), and Kaelber (2006) argue that a person who is looking for an 
experience where he or she can fulfil his or her needs to learn, holds similar motivations to 
pilgrims since both of them are looking for a transformative experience and can achieve 
self-satisfaction. Thus, they suggest that educational tourists are pilgrims as well. Hall 
(2006, p. 74), goes further and claims that a pilgrim could be ‘a poet who gave wings to 
his soul or a lover who broke his heart open’. Lieberson (1996) described people who are 
motivated by aesthetic and social factors in a place as secularised pilgrims. Badone and 
Roseman (2004) also argue that football fans, for example, could be perceived as pilgrims 
since they consider their club as their religion. In this sense, convergence theory is based on 
the idea that not only visitors with sound, pure religious motivation could be described as 
pilgrims but that secular visitors who travel to fulfil their psychological desires could be 
considered pilgrims as well. 
 
In his paper, which investigated secular pilgrimage characteristics, Margry (2008) claims 
that pilgrimage includes both secular and religious motivated people. Secular pilgrims are 
those who, for example, visit a shrine for a pop star. They usually accessorise the grave by 
objects such as flowers and behave in a similar way to those who perform a religious 
practice at a church. Therefore, from Margry’s point of view, since there are similar 
practices between secular and faith-based visitors, both of them could be described as 
pilgrims. Margry’s opinion is in line with Pavicic’s (2007) definition that a pilgrim is a 
person visiting a shrine for religious purposes, though from Pavicic’s view, the shrine 
should be linked to a religious figure. Still, this definition could be applied to Catholic 
Christians who may visit a number of shrines in the Holy Land as pilgrims (e.g. Moses 
shrine at Mt Nebo), and not to Muslims who may visit the prophet’s Mohammad shrine in 
Medina without considering themselves as pilgrims as they will not practice any pilgrimage 
rituals such as the ones they make during the Hajj season in Mecca (e.g. shaving and 
wearing the Ihram dress). This indicates another type of faith-based travellers, namely, 
religious tourists. 
 
Unfortunately, few  researchers  who  investigated  faith-based  experiences  at  religious 
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heritage sites have distinguished religious tourists from pilgrims (e.g. Vukonic 1996; 2002; 
Tomasi, 2002; Shackley, 2001). However, according to Bond (2013), religious tourists are 
those who are motivated to visit a site because the site is related to their religious traditions 
and unlike pilgrims, they are not obligated to make the visit. In addition, they are interested 
in tangible elements which represent their religious traditions such as monuments at the 
site including churches and museums (Bond, 2013). 
 
In an empirical study conducted by Ozkan (2013), the purpose was to check whether it is 
appropriate to make a separation between Buddhist pilgrims and secular tourists at Tai and 
Mountain Putuo in China. Based on his collected data he concludes that pilgrimage is a 
type of tourism since both pilgrims and secular tourists are interested in the spiritual values 
at these sites. Therefore, he contends that it is not possible to separate pilgrims and secular 
tourists since such separation complicates pilgrims’ practices. From his point of view, 
pilgrims and secular tourist prefer to share their experiences instead of being separated at 
religious heritage sites. 
 
Bremer (2004) maintains that religious heritage destinations attract an equal number of 
religious travellers as those who are looking to enhancing their personalities. Thus, he 
defines religious travel as a process in which people choose to feel this sense of self and or 
a connection with the transcendent. From his point of view, a religious heritage site can 
offer other experiences besides the religious ones. Therefore, some people may visit such 
a site without being motivated by religion; rather they do so to improve their personalities 
(e.g. sharing experiences with others). Mu et al. (2007) refer to religious travel as the kind 
of travel in which the participants are not only motivated by the strong single-minded 
religious motivation of pilgrimage, but also by non-pilgrimage tourist activities such as 
sightseeing. This led Jamal & Robinson (2009) to argue that religious travel could be 
perceived as the type of travel in which visitors are motivated by several aspects of a 
destination such as religious, spiritual, cultural purposes, and special interests (e.g. musical 
concert). 
 
In Smith’s view (1992), religious travel is a state of an experience occurring between the 
secular and the sacred. Visitors’ behaviour and motivation could change according to the 
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conditions at the site. Hence, a visitor may change from a secular tourist into a pilgrim and 
vice versa while he/she is onsite. For example, a religious visitor may find a nice view at a 
particular destination, so he/she may spend more time experiencing such an element than 
practising his/her religious belief. This has been emphasised by Mitchell (2002), who 
believes that visitors’ practices at sacred sites, such as rituals, pilgrimage and tourism, blur 
the lines between what is sacred and what is profane making difficulties for the 
management of religious heritage sites. 
 
Considering a pilgrimage experience as one related to educational and/or other secular 
factors may be simplistic. It also does not investigate in-depth the religious and spiritual 
dimensions that pilgrimage has on visitors’ experiences. This has been indicated by Bond 
(2013) who stated that the converging theories do not deal in detail with visitors’ 
motivations, and they do not distinguish pilgrimage from other kinds of tourism such as 
sex tourism or even wine tourism. In addition, people who are motivated by mundane 
factors may be considered as secular and/or spiritual travellers rather than pilgrims, since 
pilgrims usually refer to a set of rules that exist in their religion. For example, Jewish 
pilgrims who visit the Wailing Wall need to practice certain activities related to Judaism, 
while secular visitors may be interested in the architectural features of it. 
 
Divergence Theories 
 
Divergence theories observe pilgrimage and tourism as different types of travel (De Sousa, 
1993; Cohen, 1996; Shackley, 2003). Boorstin (1961) and Barthes (1973) are considered 
as the pioneers in divergence theories and they viewed tourism as an inauthentic 
experience. For example, Boorstin (1961), defines tourism as a pseudo-event in which 
visitors are looking for a new adventure to change their life routine. In this sense, secular 
visitors at sacred destinations are different from their religious counterparts since their 
motivations are not necessarily related to religious aspects. Divergence theories advocates 
perceive pilgrims as people who are trying to move from the familiar world to a spiritual 
one, where they undergo a religious experience which enables them to get psychologically 
refreshed before they continue their common profane life. In this regard, Santos (2003) 
argues that religious travel is a phenomenon that embraces people who travel for religious 
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purposes and their travel is voluntary, temporary and unpaid. It should be motivated by 
religion and supplemented by other motivations. The destination is a religious site, and 
finally traveling to the destination is not a religious practice. Santos’ definition discounts 
some pilgrimages (e.g. Muslims and Hindus) for which the trials of the journey are part of 
the experience (Blackwell, 2007). 
 
From a divergences perspective, pilgrims should be separated from the other types of 
visitors since religious heritage sites cannot function in a secular way (Cohen, 1996; 
Diagance, 2003). Divergence advocates maintain that pilgrims have different behavioural 
and expectation phases during the tour and while they are on site (Diagance, 2003; 
Shackley, 2003). Moreover, pilgrims usually have clearer methods of practicing their 
religious faith, while secular visitors are not committed to a particular method (Cohen, 
1996; Ozkan, 2013). Moreover, pilgrims perceive pilgrimage as a part of a progression 
from spiritual infancy to spiritual maturity (Robinson, 1997). 
 
The social effect of pilgrimage is different from other types of tourism. Pilgrimage is a 
collective ritual in which believers interact with each other and share an experience that 
exposes them to a spiritual influence (Shackley, 2001). Therefore, pilgrimage enhances the 
social ties and solidarity between people. This has been emphasised in 1960 by Van 
Gennep who refereed to pilgrimage as ritual or socially-constructed mechanisms which 
help to improve social harmony in societies. Van Gennep (1960) argued that pilgrimage  is 
a type of ‘liminality’, which point to the time and space in which a change in social status 
has occurred. For example, the Vatican is a liminal place for Catholic pilgrims who may 
expect to have a better social status after the visit. Central to Van Gennep’s (1960) work, 
Turner (1977) also investigated liminality where he said that experiencing the Liminal 
makes people closer since they share a similar experience of spirituality. He argued that 
liminality leads to what he called ‘communitas’, which he described as a firm ‘social bond’ 
that occurs between those who share a liminal experience. He likewise concluded that such 
social bonds last longer among believers even after the journey has ended. Most recently, 
Bond (2013) scrutinized the concepts of liminality and communitas at English Cathedrals, 
where he had similar conclusions to those to Van Gennep (1960) and Turner (1977). 
However, Digance (2003), argues that most pilgrimage destinations do not    have 
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rules that manage the interactions between pilgrims and other types of non-pilgrim tourists 
during pilgrimage, which may result in a conflict and not a communitas. Differences could 
be in visitors’ ethnicity or religious denominations. An example of conflicts at a shared 
sacred place is in the 1987 three days of military conflicts, vandalism and riots which 
occurred between the Sunni Saudi Arabians and the Shiite protesters while they were 
commemorating the death of al Hussein (the prophet Muhammad’s grandson) in Mecca. 
Hence, sharing the space by different groups at a pilgrimage destination may lead to a 
competition among visitors and not social harmony as Van Gennep (1960) and Turner 
(1977) suggested. 
 
According to Olsen and Timothy (2006), although the expansion of societies has changed 
the idea of what is sacred and decreases the religious constraints on people, pilgrims usually 
possess a strong religious motivation. Unlike pilgrims, secular visitors may be more 
attracted to other mundane attractions at a site such as luxury hotels, and gardens. Santos 
(2003) argues that being a pilgrim is to be keen to focus particularly on establishing deep 
connections with the superior power and the religious aspects at the site and during the 
journey. Thus, sites such as Jerusalem, Mecca or Bodhgaya are considered by Christians, 
Jews, Muslims and Buddhists as sacred destinations that could provide them with an 
atmosphere where they can feel that they are closer to God than any other place. Hence, 
pilgrims’ motivations play a key factor that influences their experiences. 
 
In 1928, the religious philosopher Rudolf Otto scrutinized faith-based motivations where 
he argued that religious heritage sites provide visitors with a numinous experience. 
Numinous is a Latin word which refers to a religious emotion or experience aroused in the 
presence of something holy (Otto, 1946). From Otto’s point of view, the numinous might 
lead to a peak experience for faith-based travellers. In such a situation, a pilgrim, for 
example, can be completely connected spiritually with the sacred. Therefore, he 
emphasizes the spirit of the place as a vital aspect to provide an authentic experience to 
pilgrims who may feel discontented if they find many secular aspects in the site they visit 
or if their worshipping is interrupted by the noise of secular tourists. 
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Shackley (2001) divided visitors at religious sites into two groups: those who visit a sacred 
destination for a pure religious purpose such as pilgrims and those visiting it for heritage 
and historical factors such as secular tourists. From her point of view, the main motivation 
for each type could determine whether the visitor is a secular tourist who has other secular 
motivations, or a pilgrim who is mainly motivated by religion. However, Bond (2013) 
contends that the connection between pilgrimage and modern tourism adds difficulties in 
distinguishing pilgrims from other types of common travellers. He argues that since many 
sites offer opportunities for visitors (whether they are pilgrims or not) to participate in 
activities which were restricted for pilgrims in the past such as Evensong and Communion, 
the distinction between pilgrims and other types of visitors is still difficult. This requires 
us to consider other concepts beside motivation such as visitors’ behaviour and practices 
in order to determine whether the visitor is a pilgrim or a secular tourist, and therefore 
provide services that match each type (Tomasi, 2002; Blackwell, 2007; Di Giovine, 2011; 
Bond, 2013, Ozkan, 2013; Katic, et al, 2014). 
 
Differences between pilgrims and other types of visitors give the impression in their 
expectation from the visit. Since pilgrims usually have a stronger religious motivation, their 
expectations3 could be higher than other tourists who may have non-religious motivations 
(Blackwell, 2007). For instance, although for pilgrims it is not usual to witness supernatural 
phenomena at a religious destination, they may expect more spiritual and sometimes 
physical outcomes than secular tourists, even if they share the same site (Tomasi, 2002). 
According to Olsen and Timothy (2006), a pilgrim is a person who believes that he/she can 
obtain divine assistance if he/she undertakes a journey for the sake of sacredness, holiness 
and truth. In this sense, pilgrimage could be ‘a spiritual interior quest within the heart of 
those who feel something lacking in their lives - a sense of mystery and wonder, power, 
health, meaning and connection with others’ (Hall 2006, p. 74). This signifies that pilgrims 
have higher expectations compared to other visitors at religious heritage sites, since 
pilgrimage is a sensitive experience for pilgrims who are keen to make it authentic with 
personal outcomes. 
 
 
3 According to Olsen (1979, p. 179) expectations are ‘pre-trial beliefs about a product that serve as standards or reference 
points against which product performance is judged’. For example, when site visitors expect accommodation with 
reasonable prices and good quality, they will judge such an aspect when they experience it whether it serves as they have 
expected. 
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One of the most distinctive features of pilgrimage is that travel is an integral part of it and 
religion and spirituality affect pilgrims’ behaviour throughout the journey (Tomasi, 2002). 
Blackwell, (2007) believes  that visitors to sacred sites could be one of the following: 
‘pilgrims who visit the site with a meaning for them, secular tourists, and those who visit it 
to participate in religious festivals and events’. Nonetheless, he believes that the journeys 
of secular tourists should not be described as a religious practice, as they are different to 
those of pilgrims who consider the journey as part of the pilgrimage. For example, he noted 
that Hindu pilgrims who travel by bus to the mountains of the Garhwal Himalayas usually 
ritually chanted the Lord’s name on their way while other types of travellers did not. This 
practice is correspondingly shown in the Islamic world where pilgrims have special 
practices on their way to Mecca such as invocation (Du’a), wearing the pilgrimage 
costumes Ihram (a long white garment), and shaving hair at the beginning of the journey. 
 
In this sense, from a divergence perspective, secular tourism is different from pilgrimage, 
which is a religious experience, in which people are keen to make it complete from the 
beginning of the journey until the end of it, in order to fulfil their satisfaction and to gain 
God’s acceptance. Furthermore, for some pilgrims, it is necessary to determine their 
motives before they conduct the journey to make their pilgrimage completed. For instance, 
Muslims who attempt to make a pilgrimage to Mecca should ensure that their pilgrimage 
is primarily religiously motivated otherwise God (Allah) will not accept their pilgrimage4. 
 
Pilgrimage can involve penance and austerity. Some people believe that if they ‘suffer’ for 
the sake of God, they are more likely to gain God’s satisfaction. Hence, for these pilgrims, 
the need to feel guilty and to punish themselves physically is indispensable to gain 
purification from their sins (Jones, 2002). For instance, pilgrimage to Lough Derg, where 
it is believed that St Patrick witnessed a vision of purgatory, usually involved fasting, vigil 
and bare feet (Jones, 2002). Some Hindu pilgrimage sites are located in remote and for 
 
 
4 According to the Prophet Mohammad (PBUH): "The deeds are considered by the intentions, and a person will get the 
reward according to his intention. So whoever emigrated for Allah and His Messenger, his emigration will be for Allah 
and His Messenger; and whoever emigrated for worldly benefits or for a woman to marry, his emigration would be for 
what he emigrated for" Al-Bukhari and Muslim (http://sunnah.com/riyadussaliheen/1). 
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Hindus it is important to suffer before they reach their religious sites, often peregrinating 
on bare feet in order to confirm God’s acceptance and satisfaction (Bhardwaj, 1983). 
 
York (2002) adds another point which distinguishes pilgrims from other types of visitors. 
He argues that pilgrims are more organised than secular tourists and they have a more 
detailed plan and clearer intentions in the destination. He believes that since pilgrimages 
are related to rules of practices and rituals, the pilgrims are more organised and know what 
to expect from their pilgrimage. A secular tourist, by contrast, apart from the trip itinerary, 
does not have a clear plan and objectives since he/she is motivated by different social, 
environmental and spiritual purposes at the same site. This point was illustrated by Olsen 
and Timothy (2006), who postulate that secular tourists may visit a site without any sense 
of obligation, and for different reasons, such as nostalgic reasons, or educating their family 
members about the values of the site. 
 
Divergence scholars believe that a pilgrim is different from his/her secular counterpart 
since he/she has a strong religious motivation, his/her journey is part of the religious 
experience, in some cases he/she needs to feel guilty and punish himself/herself, is more 
organised and expects more outcomes than those of secular visitors (Olsen &Timothy, 
2006; Blackwell, 2007). Conversely, perceiving pilgrimage as a different concept from 
tourism designates that tourism is not a transformative experience in which visitors can 
experience a touch of spirituality (Bond, 2013). Moreover, divergence theories make a term 
such as pilgrimage tourism, which is common in the tourism literature, an oxymoron 
(Bond, 2013). 
 
Conceptualising Spirituality 
 
It has been claimed that the spirituality of places with heritage and religious significance 
affects both believers and nonbelievers (Olsen &Timothy, 2006; Rojo, 2007; Zuckerman, 
2011). Olsen and Timothy (2006), proposed that this effect is such that even atheists may 
feel a superior power that controls their lives and the aspects of the surrounding world. 
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Thus, they argue that being spiritual is different from being religious. A spiritual person, 
from their point of view, is a person who is trying to understand the meaning of his/her 
existence and the nature, creator and the elements of the surrounding world. Ibrahim and 
Cordes (2002, p. 486) correspondingly agree that visitors at sacred sites are subject to the 
influence of spirituality. This is due to the fact that spirituality concerns ‘’a personal belief 
in or a search for a reason for one's existence; a greater or ultimate reality or a sense of 
connection with God, nature or other living beings’’. In this sense, even nonbelievers can 
be spiritual travellers and have similar motivations comparing to those of religious travellers 
because both of them are looking for answers for their existence and destiny. 
 
Shackley (2003), defines religious travel as an activity in which visitors attend sites with 
various attractions ranging from natural phenomena such as sacred lakes, mountains, 
islands, groves; buildings originally built for religious purposes; buildings with a religious 
theme5; special events with religious significance held at non-religious sites; and socialized 
secular sites associated with tragedy or politically significant events (e.g. Nelson Mandela’s 
prison on Robben Island). Shackley’s definition includes visitors to sites of tragedy or 
political events as religious travellers. Indeed, it has been argued that visitors to sites with a 
tragedy are more likely to be influenced by the spiritual meaning behind such a place, and 
spirituality is not necessarily related to religion (Badone & Roseman 2004; Zuckerman, 
2011). 
 
According to Badone and Roseman (2002), spirituality can be presented in diverse forms 
and is not necessarily related to religion. Thus, a spiritual person could be a worshiper who 
is religiously motivated or a person who is motivated to interact with others for more 
mundane reasons. For example, they note that collective activities such as sporting events 
could generate a sense of spirituality amongst people. In her account about atheism, Baggini 
(2003) argues that although an atheist is a person who does not believe in God,
 
 
5 It is noteworthy to mention that, recently some private enterprises constructed sites with religious attractions on non- 
sacred places to attract tourists. An example of modern religious themes is the Holy Land Experience in Florida in the 
United States,  which  was  built  by  the  Trinity  Broadcasting   Network   (TBN),   an   international   Christian-  based 
broadcast television network. It attracts thousands of Americans and others every year (Blackwell, 2007). 
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he/she may believe in other spiritual supernatural phenomena such as life after death or 
ghosts. 
 
Norman (2011) similarly indicates that, having an intention of gaining spiritual benefits, 
secular visitors may undertake a journey to a particular site for spiritual practice or to seek 
spiritual progression in the course of their travels. He believes that spirituality includes 
activities such as yoga, meditation, following a pilgrimage or prayer. It may also include a 
time for self-reflection; somebody’s journey for a ‘’spiritual betterment’’, creating personal 
meaning in a secular way. In this sense, spirituality is an intangible aspect which is related 
to an individual’s personal beliefs and assumptions. Accordingly, it can be practiced in 
different forms which are not necessarily related to religious practices. Thus, to have a 
spiritual experience means to cross the boundaries from what is materialistic to a non- 
materialistic world which is related to emotions and feelings. Besides, spirituality can 
correspondingly be a strong feeling that is experienced at a religious heritage site where 
people feel a sense of strong emotion to a certain aspect. However, there is more likelihood 
of experiencing spirituality at sacred sites since people at such sites are usually concerned 
with non-materialistic elements (Maslow 1970; Shackley 2001). Spirituality can be 
unsystematic, sudden and with no religious constraints. Moreover, in comparison to 
religion, spirituality is a wider concept and those who experience spiritual benefit at a site 
will include different types of people with different motivations (Olsen & Timothy, 2006). 
 
Conceptualising Secularism 
 
Movements such as atheism, secularism and agnosticism6 have been more distinctive in 
recent years and attract many followers worldwide (Zuckerman, 2009). This does not mean 
that people need an active participation in a non-religious movement to lose religion. 
Indeed, in many cases people are not interested in religion for various reasons such as the 
influence  of  the  media,  technology  and  or  an  individual’s  experiences  and thoughts 
 
 
 
6 While atheists deny the existence of God, agnostics are open to the possibility that there could be a supernatural power 
that controls peoples’ lives but such power is beyond the scope of human knowledge and understanding. An agnostic 
generally is a person who takes a sceptical view of the concept of an all- embracing deity or set of deities (Zuckerman 
2009). 
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(Zuckerman, 2009, 2011; Laderman & Leon, 2003). 
 
From a religious travel perspective, Shackley (2001) postulates that visitors from modern 
societies have more limited access to the understanding of religion and cultural memory of 
sites than the previous generations. Shacklely believes that today’s visitors do not have the 
same religious capital prevalent during the past generation. Thus, they often do not 
understand the real meaning of a religious site. This has led to Secularisation Theory, which 
relies on the idea that through the process of modernisation, religion will decline and 
eventually disappear (Herbert, 2003; Kaufmann et al., 2012). 
 
Secularisation Theory advocates maintain that the rise of rationalism and the process of 
personal and public secularisation during the twentieth century led to the decline in the 
authority of the church and other religious authorities in general (Zuckerman, 2009; 
Kaufmann et al., 2012). According to Secularisation Theory, personal development, social 
differentiation, expressive individualism, and cultural relativism lead to societies with less 
religious belief and lower religious participation (Kaufmann et al., 2012; Bond, 2013). 
Therefore, some scholars believe that people in modern societies are less religious than 
before (Herbert, 2003; Kaufmann et al., 2012). 
 
Bouma (2006), on the contrary, suggests that there is no evidence or empirical research 
which shows that people’s strength of religious belief and connections to religious heritage 
sites in the past was stronger than today. He believes that the Secularisation Theory does 
not rely on substantial evidence that religion has declined rapidly. Furthermore, secular 
movements such as nationalism and regionalism use religious symbols and religious 
institutions to promote their ideas amongst people (Bruce, 2002). Consequently, in 
postmodern societies, secularisation is not influential, since religion once again becomes 
more significant for people (Bond, 2013). 
 
An individual being agnostic or atheist does not mean that he/she is not interested in 
attending sites related to his/her religious traditions and/or participating in religious 
activities and festivals. In his investigation about societies without God, Zuckerman (2008), 
postulates that there are approximately 750 million non-believers in God in the world, 
where many of them are ‘culturally religious’ and follow a certain religion just as a sense 
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of belonging without believing in its theological aspects. Indeed, the notion of belonging 
without believing at religious heritage sites has been investigated by many scholars (e.g. 
Davie, 2000; Shackley, 2000; Madeley & Enyedi, 2003; Pelikan, 2005; Bond, 2013), who 
believe that people need to belong (such as identifying themselves within a religious 
affiliation, ethnic group, movement etc…) in order to be recognised. Davie (2006) for 
example, investigated the notion of belonging without believing in Christianity where she 
argues that many people are still identifying themselves as Christians however, they are not 
interested in participating in any religious activity. Correspondingly, Pelikan (2005) 
reminds us that the legacy of Christianity is represented in European cultural and physical 
fabrics through the large number of churches and other religious buildings and shrines that 
are scattered along Europe. He contends that many Europeans visit sites related to their 
religion just to be connected to their past memories and ancestors. In this sense, a person 
who identifies himself as a Christian, for example, may visit Jerusalem for secular reasons 
such as learning about the history of the city. 
 
Tour Guides and Sense of Place 
 
A term such as ‘sense of place’ is very common in the field of religious travel (e.g. Cohen, 
1996; Shackley, 2001; Tomasi, 2002; Poria & Airey., 2003; Bremer, 2006; Collins-
Kreiner, 2006; Davie, 2006; Kasim, 2011; Bond 2013, Ebad, 2014). 
 
According to Relph (1976, p. 29), a place is a combination of ‘’setting, landscape, ritual, 
other people, personal experiences, care and concern for home, and in the context of other 
places’’. He argues that there are two types of visitors at tourist destinations namely, 
insiders (includes those who have cultural connections to the site), and outsiders. 
 
Shackley (2001) and Poria and Airey, (2003) believe that sacred sites which have cultural 
connections to a particular group usually provide this group with a different spiritual 
experience since such sites are related to their ancestors and past memories. Voye (2002) 
also suggests that religious heritage sites attract many people because they provide a means 
through which visitors can be connected to their heritage and past memories. Thus, they 
emphasise the importance of preserving the site’s cultural authenticity and its 
interpretation in order to achieve visitor satisfaction, especially for those who have 
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cultural ties to the site. Indeed, in terms of sustaining the site’s religious and cultural values, 
respecting the needs and the values of the local visitors is a crucial aspect (Derrett, 1996). 
According to Uriely et al., (2003, p. 80) ‘’residents whose religious and cultural heritage is 
positively portrayed by the tourism destination would be more likely to support tourism 
development than those whose religious and cultural heritage is ignored’’. For example, 
they would be friendlier to visitors.  
 
Visitors’ sense of place is affected by their direction from the information system that they 
have from the religious heritage sites, which is itself primarily influenced by the 
performance of the tour guides (Olsen, 2006). Since the primary communication between 
the site’s visitors, the local community and the site itself is created through the tour guides, 
they play a crucial role in shaping visitors’ experiences. 
 
Leiper (2004) implies that a tourist attraction1 system comprises three elements, namely a 
tourist or a human element, a nucleus or central element, and a marker or information 
element. He argues that when these three elements are connected, a tourist attraction comes 
into existence. In Leiper’s view, tourists are motivated to visit a site with value for them 
and this value (e.g. natural, historical or religious) is the nucleus attraction of the site or, as 
Leiper (2004, p. 307) described it, ‘the central element in all tourist attractions’. However, 
tourists perceive these nuclei through markers, which are the information system of the 
attractions such as oral, written words, pictures and tour guides. In this sense, a site 
attraction is an element or a set of elements with a value, therefore such element(s) should 
be portrayed properly in order to attract visitors. In applying Lieper’s (2004) system to 
religious heritage sites, visitors who attracted by the religious value that the site has, in 
order to have a satisfactory experience, expect to find a complete religious attraction 
starting from the representation of the value itself (e.g. churches and religious products),  
and a reliable information system. 
 
 
                                                          
1 Lundberg (1985), sees tourist attractions as anything that attracts tourists. Burkart and Medlik (1981, p. 44) stated that 
‘‘attractions might be site attractions … both of which exert gravitational influence upon non-residents’’. Gunn (1972, p. 
37) stated that an attraction is ‘ magnetic. If it does not have the power of drawing people … it fails to be an attraction’. 
MacCannell (1976) defines site attraction as an empirical relationship between a tourist, a view and an information system 
about the site 
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Shackley (2003) indicated the importance of the tour guides at religious heritage sites. She 
noticed that the decline in church attendees and religious observance lead many visitors to 
feel isolated from these places, because they no longer have information and or collective 
memory passed by previous generations to understand the real meaning of these sites. This 
lack of knowledge, especially in terms of behaviour during rituals and religious activities, 
usually leads to a conflict between the visitors, site managers and tour guides, and in some 
cases with other visitors who know how to act in sacred sites. She noticed that since not all 
site visitors hold information about the site they attempt to visit, it is the responsibility of 
tour guides to provide them with information, which ‘tells the story’ of the site. 
Consequently, visitors will be informed how to act in a way that considers the site values 
and others’ (e.g. religious visitors and locals) feelings at the site. 
 
Site interpretation could be provided in various ways, ranging from information centres at 
the airport or the site itself (e.g. brochures flyers, postcards and pictures), to educational 
facilities, signs and explanatory notes in different languages, audio and visual aids and 
devices that could work as tour guides, and qualified tour guides whether they accompany 
tourists or work onsite. Tour guides, however, play a significant role in constructing the 
image of the site since they have direct contact with visitors and are considered as the site 
educators (Timothy & Olsen, 2006). 
 
Mill (2007) argues that it is essential for every successful trip to have a qualified guide who 
organises activities, and manages the diverse needs of the tourists. Moreover, managing 
tourists’ dealings and explaining trip observations, tour guides are considered as cultural 
brokers who organise the social influences that occur between tourists and the host 
community. For instance, when tour guides are knowledgeable about the local 
community’s culture and traditions, this will enable them to translate and convey these 
aspects to tourists, which itself help to decrease the possibility of problems that may occur 
due to the tourists’ lack of knowledge and ignorance about the local culture. In this regard, 
Holloway (1981), claims that tourists understand their trips towards a destination as an 
excursion that could provide them with opportunities to meet others and interact with local 
societies. As a result, since a tour guide is considered as a translator of the cultural qualities 
of a site, ineffective guides may become the cause of a clash between tourists and locals. 
Logically then, those tourists who are led by a qualified guide who is capable of explaining 
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the various tourism and cultural components of a destination are more likely to be 
connected to the spiritual and cultural elements of the destination. Likewise, they are more 
likely to integrate with the local community whenever it is possible. 
 
According to Olsen and Timothy (2006), preserving the religious and/or cultural 
genuineness of a place is crucial for both visitors who have or do not have cultural 
connections to that particular site. Visitors are likely to show more satisfaction towards 
those authentic sites with cultural identities that demonstrate their heritage, and spiritual or 
religious significance. Site authenticity would inspire visitors to imagine the site when it 
was alive and used by its own people (Chhabra, 2012). Hence, it has been argued that 
authenticity in religious heritage sites is part of the magnetism that attracts visitors to visit 
such sites (Kasim, 2011; Chhabra, 2012). 
 
Shackley (2001), argues that visitors at religious heritage sites are not motivated to see 
friends or to spend a day with family. Rather they are looking to be connected with their 
cultural and religious roots and to escape from materialistic modern societies. 
Correspondingly, Kamil (2000) suggests that people who visit a sacred site desire to share 
a religious experience. They are more interested to participate, to live the past in the present 
and not be limited to just sightseeing and picture-talking. He stated that: 
 
what makes it come alive is participation; to mingle amidst those engaged 
in worship: the act of bowing, crossing oneself, touching an icon, or as on 
the occasion when I chanced to be at the church during a mass baptism, 
see white-clad babies with golden crowns blessed by the bishop in full 
ecclesiastical regalia. To be a witness to the faith, simplicity and unity of 
religion; this is what religious tourism be about’’ (Kamil 2000, p. 4). 
 
In this sense, although religious heritage sites have various aesthetical values, it is the 
religious values that distinguish them from other sites.  Indeed, considering the religious 
aspects and faith-based visitors’ needs and expectations at a religious heritage site helps to 
improve the overall experience of tourists (Kasim, 2011; Shackley 2001; Blackwell 2007). 
This emphasises the importance of preserving the religious aspects of religious heritage 
sites in maximising visitors’ experiences in general and their faith-based experience in 
particular. In this regard, Kasim (2011, p. 442) argues that ‘’understanding and addressing 
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devotees’ interests and concerns can help bring balanced approach to management’’. He 
believes that site managers’ understandings of the needs of religious visitors generally 
encourage their participation. 
 
Site Authenticity 
 
Authentic sites evoke a feeling of spirituality amongst visitors regardless of their faith 
(Jameson, 2004, Bond, 2013).  This influence has been designated by a number of scholars 
who suggest that visitors would be more connected and spiritually uplifted at heritage sites 
if these sites are genuine (e.g. Smith, 1992; Beeho & Prentice, 1997; Blackwell, 2007; 
Bond, 2013). Indeed, Sharply (1994) argues that authentic sites have a spiritual influence 
on their visitors because, from his perspective, authenticity ‘‘connotes traditional culture 
and origin, a sense of the genuine, the real or the unique’’ (p. 130). However, he concludes 
that it is problematic to keep heritage sites authentic while reconstructing and restoring 
these sites. Thus, he stresses that renovations and on-site reconstructions at heritage sites 
should be ethically justified. As a result, archeologists at heritage sites should cooperate 
with the craftsmen at the site to ensure that restoration and on-site reconstruction are not 
deteriorating the original archaeological record (Jameson, 2004).   
 
Regarding the case study sites in this study, on-site restoration and reconstruction were 
undertaken by the staff team who were in charge of the case study sites with the cooperation 
of archeologists from the Jordanian Department of Antiquities. This is to ensure that the 
integrity of these sites is not damaged.  For example, interviews with Mr. Dia Madani, the 
manager of the Baptism site, show that the staff team at the site value the importance of 
authenticity. Thus, they were keen to hire a professional craftsmen to reconstruct the site 
in a way that mimics the site when it was first built without damaging its authentic features 
and buildings. This is similarly applicable to the other case study sites where their managers 
endeavored to reconstruct and restore their sites without neglecting their authenticity.  
 
It could be impossible to locate the exact place where Moses witnessed the promised lands, 
Jesus was baptized and the place where the Seven Sleepers have slept for hundreds of years. 
Nevertheless, there are various evidences that show the connections between these sites 
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and their supposed history. For example, the description of these sites in the Abrahamic 
religious texts and the historical accounts from early travelers and pilgrims suites the 
description of these sites (see Chapter 4, Part II). Moreover, these sites have been 
recognised by religious officials, such as the Vatican and the Awqaf, to be sites associated 
with sacred events that are associated with  people’s culture, and as a result their 
authenticity should be maintained.  
 
 
Role of Site Capacity Management 
 
Site authenticity is influenced by the management practices adopted by site managers. 
These include the number of visitors that managers allow as well as the method visitors 
used to enter the site (Shackley, 2001; Lundberg, 1985; Burkart & Medlik, 1981; Leiper, 
2004; MacCannell, 1976; Gunn, 1972; Olsen, 2006; Shackley, 2001; Shaw & Williams, 
2002). 
According to the UNWTO (1997) Tourism Carrying Capacity (TCC) is the maximum 
number of people that may visit the tourist destination without causing destruction to the 
physical, economic and socio-cultural environment and an unacceptable reduction in the 
quality of visitors’ satisfaction. Hence, managing the carrying capacity of religious heritage 
sites would reduce the impacts of mass tourism, which affect the site’s authenticity and the 
visitor experience (Walker & Carr, 2013). For example, if the hygienic aspects at religious 
heritage sites do not match people’s standards (e.g. pollution and congestion), this will affect 
visitors’ experiences and make them unlikely to repeat the visit (Walker & Carr, 2013). 
 
Although tourism is not significantly effective on the environment compared to other 
industries (e.g. mining and construction), tourism contributes to air, water and land 
pollution, which could burden the infrastructure system if it has a seasonal character 
(Shackley, 2001). Furthermore, tourism facilities such as hotel complexes and theme parks 
could have detrimental impacts on environments and societies (Shaw & Williams, 2002). 
For example, mass tourism could lead to an overuse of the site, resulting in management 
and environmental problems such as overcrowding, water pollution, graffiti, theft, 
vandalism, microclimate change, accidental damage and noise (Olsen, 2006; Walker & 
Carr, 2013). 
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According to Klaric (1999) there are three dimensions of the determinants of capacity, 
which should be analysed within the carrying capacity approach. They are as follows: 
 
1- Physical dimension including the number of visitors per time periods at   a resource. 
2- Economic dimension, which involves determining the capacity output from an 
economic point of view in cost terms, such as meeting the visitors’ needs with lower 
cost. 
3- Social dimension, which concerns delimiting the Socially Optimal Visitor Flows 
(SOVF), such as measuring the site capacity with close attention to both costs and 
advantages incurring to the host community. 
 
In her book Managing Sacred Sites, Shackley (2001) highlights a number of factors to 
manage a site carrying capacity namely, the type of transportation to reach the site; policies 
that include the implementation of booking and queuing systems; clear signage and 
information; entrance fees; and site closure. This preserves the site’s environment and 
avoids site congestion and pollution. She also argues that in the case of a potential risk to 
the environment of a site, site managers can limit the number of visitors by decreasing the 
number of buses permitted to visit the site at any one time. In addition, Shackley (2001) 
provides a number of examples of managing the site access by site closure and the type of 
transport that the visitors use. An example of managing visitors by the type of 
transportation is represented at Robben Island where visitors must visit the site by a 
scheduled ferry, which has limited trips and capacity. In addition, site closure maintains 
environments, such as St Katherine’s Monastery where the site is closed on Friday and 
Sunday for maintenance. Another example is the Ninstints Island off the remote coastline of 
British Columbia, where visitor access is not hard to manage, since they must arrive by the 
sea in a group of no more than twenty (Shackley, 2001). However, Shackley’s research does 
not provide in depth information about visitors’ motivation and locals’ experiences within 
a carrying capacity approach at sacred sites. Instead, she relies on number of anecdotal 
studies from different countries (mainly in Asia) to examine the carrying capacity approach 
at sacred sites. 
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Central to Shackley’s (2001) work, Hall (2005) examined the carrying capacity impacts on 
site authenticity, where he argues that there are different management strategies to manage 
visitors’ flow including; 
 
1- Regulating access: through institutional means, such as restricting visitors from site 
entry at certain activities. 
2- Regulating visitation: through limiting the total number of visitors at any one time 
per day or per year. 
3- Regulating behaviour: such as favouring certain activities over others at sensitive 
sites. 
4- Regulating equipment: using particular equipment that matches the site’s fragile 
elements, such as wearing special shoes in protected areas. 
5- Visitor fees: such as charging more fees for those who need more services (e.g. site 
interpretation), which will determine the nature of visitors and their numbers. 
6- Changing the visitor site: change and modify the place of visitors’ entry in a way 
that maintains the site environments. 
7- Market research: understanding the features of the product and visitors. 
8- Interpretation: including oral (e.g. Guides and Audio-visual Aids) and written 
methods (e.g. signs, brochures, explanatory notes), which will raise the awareness 
of visitors about the site’s values and influence their behaviour. 
 
Hall (2005) emphasises the intangible factors within the Carrying Capacity approach at 
religious heritage sites, such as site interpretation and visitors’ personal characteristics. 
Nonetheless, he does not pay much attention to local residents in site management, although 
locals play a significant role in educating tourists and preventing particular activities that 
may affect the site’s fragile elements, such as preventing visitors from throwing rubbish at 
the site (Bojian & Huili, 2012). 
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Site Commodification and the Characteristics of Site Managers 
 
Olsen (2006) argues that in some cases, mass tourism development plans could potentially 
face a clash with religious organizations. This happens when these religious bodies feel 
that such plans may have detrimental effects on the religious heritage and authenticity of a 
site. One example is when the site is being commoditised. According to Polanyi (2004, 
p. 4), commodification is “the transformation of goods, services, as well as ideas or other 
entities that normally may not be considered goods, into a commodity’’. This includes 
money itself, human beings, and the natural environment which are not goods or services. 
In addition, commodification may be intangible. An example is the commodification of 
culture, which may result in  transforming a community (Kasim, 2011). Kasim (2011) noted 
that commodification of religious heritage sites changed traditional communities and made 
them weaker. This finally led these communities to disappear and to be replaced by the 
emergence of a new culture. She argues that ‘’when this takes place, a community’s effort 
towards preserving the authenticity of a cultural experience may be impeded’’ (Kasim 
2011, p. 446). 
 
Tourist criteria of authenticity is influenced by a number of elements, namely, uniqueness 
and originality, workmanship, aesthetics, cultural and historic integrity, craftsperson and 
materials, shopping experience, genuineness, tourist’s travel behaviour and travel 
frequency (Cohen, 2006; Chhabra, 2012). Thus, managing the authenticity of a site requires 
a comprehensive management approach. That is because both tangible elements (sites, 
buildings, landscapes, etc...) and intangible elements (memories, narratives, written 
documents, festivals and values) make up the authenticity of a particular destination 
(Shackley 2001;Olsen & Timothy, 2006). However, it is the responsibility of the site 
managers to manage such dealings and interactive experiences (Shackley, 2001; Olsen & 
Timothy, 2006; Chhabra, 2012). 
 
Shackley (2001), believes that neglecting the site’s authenticity (e.g. site commodification) 
causes the “sense of place’’ to deteriorate. This abandonment is usually rejected by the 
local community and especially by those communities which have heritage and cultural 
connections to the site. An example of poor management in maintenance of the authenticity 
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of a site can be observed at the ancient sacred site of Jericho in the west bank of the Jordan 
valley. In this ancient site, tourists reach the neighbouring Monastery of the Temptation by 
a new cable railway. In addition, a number of malls and shopping centres have been 
scattered along the way. However, many people at the site believe that although such 
facilities maximise visitors’ access, they have destroyed the spirit of the place (Shackley 
2001, p. 56-57). 
 
According to Shackley (2001, p. 7), “the core business of religious sites occurs in the 
balance between those who visit the site to worship and meditate versus other types of 
tourists who visit the site for leisure and entertainment purposes’’. This highlights the 
importance of site mangers as professionals and as those who know how to mediate 
between the religious/heritage authenticity of a sacred site and other secular elements that 
appeal to the visitors. Indeed, lack of professionalism in managing religious heritage sites 
results in several problems. However, Bremer (2001) claims that other touristic aspects 
such as restaurants and hotels should not be neglected in preserving the site’s authenticity. 
This, according to him, creates what he calls ‘’duality of place’’. He points out that site 
duality is created when site stakeholders are managing their sites based on the values of 
pilgrims and religious tourists (e.g. establishing churches and maintaining the religious 
features of the site) and at the same time many of the tourists are motivated by secular 
aspects such as restaurants, markets and coffee shops. Thus, he proposes that religious site 
managers have a duty to consider the religious and cultural values of the site as well as 
those other secular elements that attract tourists with variable motivations. 
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Summary 
 
Travelling for religious and spiritual purposes was common throughout history. In ancient 
civilisations, religious tourism was represented in religious rituals and festivals. These 
rituals and festivals were conducted in the honour of the king who occasionally possessed 
both the religious and the secular power simultaneously (Hill, 2007). Religious travel today 
is not that much different from past times. Religious travel still includes gatherings of people, 
rituals and festivals. The pilgrimage to Mecca is an example in which people are gathered 
in great numbers at a certain place to practice their religious belief. 
 
Noticeably, religious heritage sites attract visitors with various motivations. While some 
of these motivations could be described as religious, others have aesthetic and educational 
purposes. However, each group of visitors whether secular or faith-based, has different 
expectations and behavioural practices at the site (Blackwell, 2007). For example, while 
pilgrims possess stronger expectations, such as spiritual and physical healing, secular 
tourists are more likely to be motivated by other secular attractions such as hotels and 
sightseeing (Tomasi, 2002; Blackwell, 2007; Kaelber, 2006). Nevertheless, the 
impressions of spirituality can affect both faith-based and secular travellers, especially if 
the site has a high heritage/religious value(s) and/or if it is related to the culture of a certain 
groups’ (Poria & Airey, 2003; Olsen, 2006). For instance, the past literature on the topic 
(e.g. Shackley, 2003; Bond, 2013; Kaelber, 2006;Olsen & Timothy, 2006) shows that 
visitors understand the site differently if it is related to their cultural and religious 
backgrounds. 
 
Preserving the authenticity of the site seems to be a key factor that encourages visitors to 
attend religious heritage sites (Kasim, 2011). Site authenticity, however, is influenced by 
the performance of the service team (including site managers and tour guides) who have 
the ability to motivate visitors in order to become engaged with each other, the site and the 
local community. In this sense, visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites require a 
management approach which demonstrates sensitivity to visitors’ motivations while 
maintaining the authenticity and sustainability of the site. 
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CHAPTER THREE:  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
Introduction 
 
This chapter presents the methodology used in the current study as well as detailed 
explanations of the research paradigm, the research approach, the data collection 
instruments, and the case-study area. The empirical method used in this study is designed 
to obtain evidence via a self-report questionnaire with respondents drawn from 
international, short haul and domestic tourists visiting the case-study sites of Mt Nebo, 
Bethany and the Cave of the Sleepers. Qualitative interviews with domestic and 
international visitors and site managers are also included. 
 
The Purpose of the Research 
 
The present research aims to analyse the visitor experience at religious heritage sites in 
order to identify the factor(s) influencing such experience. This study can be categorised 
as exploratory (Saunders et al., 2011). Exploratory studies are appropriate when the goal 
of the study is to seek new insights into phenomena, to seek questions and to assess 
phenomena in a new light (Saunders et al., 2011). Robson (2011) proposes that the main 
idea of research is not to understand the world, but to change it. In this sense, the aim of 
this research is to identify ways to enhance visitors’ experiences and increase the benefit 
from the religious tourism industry in their communities. 
 
Research Paradigm 
 
A research paradigm is a group of values and beliefs that determine how a researcher can 
scrutinize a particular subject, and the methods through which the research data is collected 
and analysed (Armitage & Keeble-Allen, 2007). Most research in the social sciences is 
informed by one of two opposing research paradigms, positivism and constructivism 
(Armitage & Keeble-Allen, 2007). 
 
A positivist framework is suitable in subjective paradigms where the researcher relies on 
empirical findings without affecting the research participants (Chilisa & Preece, 2005). The 
positivist paradigm is less flexible since it relies on scientific methods as the only approach 
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to investigate a phenomenon (Chilisa & Preece, 2005). Positivist research focuses on 
empirical results of the research where only the characteristics of the studied example drive 
the research process, without to the referring to researcher’s beliefs and assumptions (Altinay 
& Paraskevas, 2008). In this sense, positivist research reflects the data as it is without the 
effect of any outside factor such as the researcher’s experience or assumptions. 
 
Alternatively, a social constructionist perspective admits that there are various realities 
described by individuals, where people exchange constructed knowledge through social 
interaction and language (Burr, 2003). Hence, a social constructionist perspective 
acknowledges that human beings produce truths together in interaction. Truth is subjective 
and should be obtained through an agreement among members of a community (Burr, 
2003). Thus, constructivism is a theoretical perspective that seeks to understand how 
people interpret and create the truth within their cultural and historical contexts (Fuss, 
1989).  Reich (2009, p. 40) observed that  “constructivists  do  not  look  for  copies   or 
mirroring of an outer reality in the human mind”, rather they see human beings as 
observers, participants, and agents who actively generate and transform the patterns 
through which they construct the realities that fit them. Constructivism, however, does not 
generally begin with a theory (as with positivism); rather, it generates a theory or pattern 
of meanings (Creswell, 2009). 
 
A constructivist paradigm is deemed to be the most applicable paradigm for the purpose of 
this study. Thus, employing a constructivist approach enables the researcher of this study 
to understand visitors’ experiences from their perspectives. Accordingly, this study will 
include a model based on visitors’ interpretation of their motivations, expectations and 
satisfaction at the three case study sites. 
 
Research Approach and Data Collection Methods 
 
Religious travel is a sensitive subject since it is related to people’s religious practices, 
culture and spirituality (Shackley, 2001; Bond, 2013). Digance (2003) notes that people 
are sensitive about answering questions about their religion, sex and politics. Therefore, 
most of the previous social science studies have tried to avoid direct contact with visitors 
at religious sites and so used participant observation as their research approach (Bond, 
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2013). However, recent research (e.g. Santos, 2003; Poria & Airey, 2003; Bond, 2013) 
revealed that visitors at religious heritage sites are willing to participate in questionnaires 
and interviews after they complete their visit. Thus, participants in this study were 
approached after they completed the visit. 
 
Research can be categorised into either qualitative or quantitative approaches (Saunders 
et al., 2011). In qualitative research, information is gathered to gain an in-depth 
understanding and a comprehensive view of the investigated topic (Saunders et al., 2011). 
Qualitative research produces findings not arrived at by means of statistical procedures or 
other means of quantifications. Thus, findings generated from qualitative research should 
be produced from real-world settings where the phenomenon of interest unfolds naturally 
(Corbin & Strauss, 1990). Qualitative research approaches have been used to obtain a more 
naturalistic, contextual and holistic understanding of human beings in society (Todd et al., 
2004). Moreover, qualitative analysis emphasizes the experiences of the participants, such 
as how they express themselves, other people, and their environment (Todd et al., 2004). 
 
In contrast, quantitative research involves the use of standardised measures so that peoples’ 
different perspectives and experiences can be fitted into a limited number of predetermined 
response categories to which numbers are assigned (Judge et al., 2001). For instance, a 
quantitative researcher may create a list of behaviours to be checked or rated by an observer 
using a predetermined schedule or numbers as an instrument. Thus, the researcher should 
design an instrument administered in a standardised manner according to predetermined 
procedures (Winter, 2000; Kasongo & Moono, 2010). 
 
In this study, a concurrent embedded mixed method strategy was used. In other words, a 
quantitative approach was used as a primary method of data collection, while the qualitative 
approach is used to support the quantitative findings and to provide in-depth information 
about the visitor experience at religious heritage sites. Two field seasons were conducted 
during September-October 2010 and 2011. Questionnaires were distributed to domestic, 
short haul, and international tourists at the three case study sites. In addition, interviews 
were conducted with international and domestic tourists and site managers after 
questionnaire distribution. The researcher contacted mayors and community leaders from 
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the local community of the three case study sites to obtain introductions to local 
interviewees. Both genders were targeted in this research, and participants were over 18 
years old. 
 
During the field work, due to two main reasons it was decided to distribute questionnaires 
after tourists visited the site. First, tourists’ memories of the site were still fresh 
immediately after their visit. Secondly, this ensured that they covered all or most of the 
tourist elements at the site. Questionnaire distribution required the cooperation of three 
assistant demonstrators and therefore some students from different Jordanian universities 
with an adequate awareness of dealing with respondents in an ethical way were selected. 
The team distributed questionnaires at the case study sites after organising an appropriate 
atmosphere for participants to take part in the research. This process covered  providing 
seats for participants and giving them lollies as appreciation for their participation. The 
team distributed questionnaires around the sites, at the main gates, the museum (in the case 
of Mt Nebo), and on buses. However, the field team did not approach respondents at or 
near the church (in the case of Mt Nebo and Bethany) or the mosque (in the case of The 
Cave) as they felt it was unethical to interfere with participants during their 
religious/spiritual experiences. 
 
Since this study is concerned with peoples’ religious characteristics, due attention was paid 
to ethical principles. This includes the commitment to research questions that are designed 
to contribute to knowledge, and the commitment in order to protect integrity and the 
drafting of questions that take peoples’ feelings and perceptions of security into 
consideration (Gillham, 2000). Furthermore, in order to give respondents a space for self- 
expression, relations that depend on rapport and trust should be established between the 
researcher and respondents (Arksey & Knight 1999, p.101).The questionnaire was 
approved twice (in 2010, and 2011) by the Human Research Ethics Committee at the 
University of Sydney before field work started. Furthermore, the field team distributed 
“Participant Statements” (see appendix 2) which explained that their participation was 
purely voluntary, and that participants could withdraw from the research whenever they 
want to do so. Participants' statements were handed to participants before they started   to 
44  
fill out the questionnaire in order to ensure that they know and understand their rights in 
the research. 
 
Before field work commenced, it was necessary to obtain authorizations from various 
organisations in Jordan: the Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities, the Department of 
Archaeology, the Ministry of Awqaf and Islamic Affairs, local tourist police, the sites’ 
custodians and tour operators. These permits allowed the researcher to have access to 
tourists on the sites and those who travelled with tour operators. The research team was 
equipped with identification badges holding the University of Sydney name and crest. In 
addition, two signs indicating that the current research is conducted by the University of 
Sydney were strategically placed, one near the main gate and the other on the top of the site 
near the churches at Mt Nebo and Bethany, and near the mosque at the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers. This has a bearing on the attitude of the respondents because they were reassured 
that they were participating in a genuine research program undertaken by a doctoral student 
from an international university. 
 
For the purpose of this research, the analyses of the qualitative and quantitative results are 
combined in the discussion chapter. The questionnaire results have been analysed and 
compared to the interviews. These approaches will enable the researcher to get both 
quantifiable and in-depth information about visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites 
(Creswell, 2009). The qualitative questions in this study were designed to provide in depth 
information of visitors’ experiences, which could not be conducted by the quantitative 
method alone (Creswell, 2009). The data gathered from both qualitative and quantitative 
methods were used to provide new insights to the understanding of visitors’ experiences 
and to add richness to the research findings. 
 
Questionnaire Design 
 
Self-completion methods are commonly employed methodologies in social science 
research, since such methods avoid possible bias in the responses, and establish an 
environment of confidence, where respondents are not under pressure to answer sensitive 
questions (Harahsheh, 2009; Brace, 2008). However, Boynton and Greenhalgh (2004, p. 
1372), postulate that, “even the best questionnaire will not get sufficient results if it is not 
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used properly’’. They maintain that explaining the questionnaire to participants could help 
them to understand their tasks and to give accurate data. Thus, the research questionnaire 
should be explained to participants before they start to fill it out in order to make sure that 
responses are given spontaneously with a reasonable percentage of credibility. 
 
The questionnaire in this study adopted a method mixing five forms of questions namely, 
open- ended, close-ended, scale question, multiple choice and filter questions. Open-ended 
questions were used in this study due to their ability to encourage respondents to give a full 
and meaningful response depending on their own knowledge and experiences (Reja et al. 
2003). Open-ended questions tend to provide the researcher with spontaneous answers. In 
addition, they can act as a link or trigger for issues investigated through qualitative 
interviews (Reja et al., 2003). Close-ended questions were chosen for their accuracy and 
their ability to give a clear answer, which could facilitate data analysis (Reja et al., 2003). 
Scale questions such as question 22 in the questionnaire of this study (see appendix 1) 
enhance the neutrality of answers by giving the respondents the freedom to rate themselves 
(Wood & Cole, 2001). Multiple-choice questions were utilised in this study because such 
questions are ready to lend a hand in terms of measuring peoples’ knowledge about 
something they have experienced (Wood & Cole, 2001). Multiple-choice questions are 
correspondingly the easiest type of questions for both respondents in terms of answering 
questions and researchers for data management (Wood & Cole, 2001). A filter question is 
a question the answer of which determines the next question the respondent goes to. 
Besides, it can be a good method to determine the consistency of responses (Monette et al., 
2011). 
 
The questionnaire consisted of 35 questions which were designed to test different aspects 
of the visitor experience. Questionnaires were written in five languages, (Arabic, English, 
French, Germany, and Italian). However, questions dealing with one aspect were not 
placed together in the questionnaire in order to ensure credibility in answers (Monette et 
al., 2011), as follows: 
 
1- Visitors’ demographic characteristics (questions 1-8) were investigated in this study 
in order to check their effect on visitors’ experiences. For example, previous research 
shows that visitors’ nationalities affect their expectations towards a certain destination 
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(Hudman & Jackson, 2003). In addition, the researcher intended to place the 
demographic questions as the first section since such questions encourage the 
participants to complete the questionnaire to the end (Smoekh & Lewin, 2011). 
 
2- Questions 12-13, 20-23 are related to visitors’ motivations and religious 
characteristics. These questions were designed to understand the main motivation for 
visitors to visit the case study sites (e.g. religious or secular). In addition, they attempt 
to understand the religious nature of the site visitors (e.g. strength of religious belief, 
and their participation in religious activities). These questions are very important in 
this study because based on their results, visitors in this study were classified into 
pilgrims, religious tourists and secular tourists. It is very important to get tourists to 
describe their motivations since the way tourists describe themselves will give tourism 
managers a better picture about their motivations than just observing them (Pizam & 
Mansfield, 1999). Moreover, understanding the different motivations amongst tourists 
is a crucial factor for tourism decision makers to provide services that meet visitors’ 
various needs and motivations (Zhang & Marcussen, 2007). 
3- Questions 10 and 11 concern visitors’ expectations. These questions were designed to 
check the impact of visitors’ motivations on their expectations. For example, previous 
studies showed that pilgrims expect more from their visit than non-pilgrim tourist 
regarding a sacred site (Blackwell, 2007). 
4- Questions 9, 14, 16, 24, 30-34 are related to visitors’ satisfaction with their visit in 
general. These questions were designed to check which aspects of the site, whether 
tangible or intangible (e.g. the sense of spirituality), are more effective on visitors. 
5- Questions 15, 21 refer to visitors’ perceptions. These questions were designed to check 
the influence of visitors’ cultural and religious characteristics on the way they perceive 
the site. For example, previous research showed that visitors who are culturally tied to 
a site are more likely to perceive it differently (Poria & Airey., 2003; Gerrard, 2010). 
6- Questions 17-19, 25-29 concern visitors’ knowledge about the site. These questions 
were designed to check the main source of information that visitors used to learn about 
the site. This helps site managers to determine which of their educational channels they 
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need to improve in order to promote their sites and to portray the site’s religious and 
heritage values (Mill, 2006). 
7- Question 35 refers to visitors’ interaction with the local community. This question was 
designed to check the impact of the local community on visitors’ experiences. For 
example, visitors are more likely to be satisfied if they are engaged and they learned 
about local cultures at a tourist destination (Kasim, 2011). 
 
Questionnaire Analysis 
 
The Questionnaire was analysed using descriptive statistics such as percentages and cross- 
tabulations. Univariate and bivariate statistical techniques were used to analyse the data. 
The univariate technique was used to measure only one variable such as percentages, 
means, and standard deviations. In contrast, the bivariate technique measures the 
relationship between two variables, one dependent and the other independent (Harahsheh, 
2009). An example of the univariate technique is the Chi-Square test (X2), which measures 
the difference between the expected and the actual results according to their statistical data 
(Cohen et al., 2007). Park (2008) asserted that more than one statistical test should be used 
when social variables are tested, because many variables will not have a normal distribution 
and the credibility of the research will be affected if such variables were measured 
incorrectly. Thus, researchers should check the distribution of data in the population in 
order to determine which technique is more suitable for the purpose of his/her research. 
Distribution of the population’s data could be parametric or non-parametric (Park, 2008). 
 
The parametric test is a type of statistical analysis that researchers use when the generated 
results are interval or ratio scale, and when the studied sample is believed to be normally 
distributed (Berg & Latin 2008, p.76). In contrast, the non-parametric test could be valid 
when data are nominal or ordinal level, and when the sample is not normally distributed 
(Berg & Latin, 2008). The non-parametric tests include Chi-Square test, T test and 
ANOVA. Non-Parametric tests include Mann Whiney and U test. 
 
Using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test in the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) 
version 0.21, the researcher found that data were not normally distributed. As a result, the 
48  
Chi-Square test was employed to analyse visitors’ responses and the SPSS program was 
used for data entry, coding categorising and analysing. 
 
Interview Design 
 
Interviews are the most significant source of information in case studies (Hyde et al., 2012). 
Since ethnographic research enables the researcher to expose participants’ opinions, 
perceptions and feelings towards a particular subject, such a study does not require a large 
number of respondents (Wilson & Chaddha, 2009). Interviews are used in this study to 
provide in-depth information about visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites. 
Interviews can articulate visitors’ tacit perceptions, feelings and understandings (Gray, 
2009). In order to obtain in-depth information from visitors, interviews could be the best 
method since it gives them space to express their experiences without restricting them to 
specific questions such as those in questionnaires (Gray, 2009). Interviews could be 
formulated in three approaches namely, open-ended interviews; focused interviews, and 
structured interviews (Hyde et al., 2012). In focused interviews, respondents are 
interviewed for a short period of time. In this case, the researcher is more likely to follow 
a pre-determined structure derived from the case study protocol (Hyde et al., 2012; Yin, 
2003). A structured interview is an oral type of questionnaire where the researcher is strict 
to a set of questions (Nanjunda, 2009). In open-ended interviews, the researcher does not 
follow certain questions but rather he/she asks interviewees to give their own opinions 
about an issue (Hyde et al., 2012). Respondents’ answers in open-ended interviews may 
point out additional inquiries (Yin, 2003). In the present study, open-ended interviews were 
conducted to investigate interviewees’ experiences. 
 
In the present study, visitors’ interviews focused on their motivation to visit the site; their 
expectations about the site, what they know about the site, how they perceive the site, what 
they like the most at the site and why, what they dislike about the site and why, what 
problems they found at the site, and what they recommend to fix them. According to Burns- 
McCoy (1996, p. 5) “using a participant’s own voice and story gives balance and 
interdependency. Stories governed by rules can’t compare to stories unfurled”. In applying 
this method, the participant’s own words will be used to form a narrative of the experiences. 
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As a result, according to similar studies concerning religious tourism and visitors’ 
experiences, the voices of interviewees will be presented individually so that they cannot 
be collapsed together and reported as one (Frey, 1998; Bond, 2013). Each interviewee’s 
words should be reported accurately and independently from one another and not 
aggregated into a single, unified voice (Bond, 2013). Interviewees’ own words will be 
employed to support/oppose the questionnaire results in this study. Moreover, since 
"anonymity is necessary when the case-study has been on a controversial topic" (Yin 2003, 
p. 158), respondent’s names in the interviews of this study were anonymous and have been 
replaced by pseudonyms. Furthermore, all the interviewees were asked to sign a consent 
form (see appendix 2) before they commenced the interview. Interviews were tape- 
recorded and all responses were coded to match them with the consent form. 
 
Additional interviews investigated site managers’ perspectives about the site’s 
development, interpretation and maintenance, and sustainable tourism plans. In doing so, 
site managers were asked how they see the site after five or ten years from now. Site 
managers’ interviews consist of Franciscan Fathers, the Baptism Site Organisation, and the 
management team at the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. Investigating site managers’ 
management and development systems may indicate their different perspectives about the 
service they deliver (Koc, 2006; Olsen, 2006). For instance, clergy managers at the Cave 
of the Seven Sleepers and Mt Nebo had different management and development plans from 
their secular counterparts at Bethany. Previous research shows that visitors’ experiences 
are highly affected by the site interpretation and site manager’s management practices 
(Poria & Airey., 2003; Olsen & Timothy, 2006). 
 
Research Strategy 
 
The research strategy can be determined by considering three different conditions namely, 
the type of research question posed; the extent of control that an investigator has over actual 
behavioural events; and the degree of focus on contemporary as opposed on historical 
events (Yin, 2003). Yin has related each condition to the five alternative research strategies 
as shown in table 3.1. 
50  
Table 3.1: Research strategies according to relevant situation (Yin 2003, p. 6) 
 
 
Strategy Form of research 
question 
Requires control over 
behavioural events? 
Focuses on 
contemporary events? 
Experiment How, why Yes Yes 
Survey Who, what, where, 
how many, how 
much 
No Yes 
Archival 
analysis 
Who, what, where, 
How many, how 
much 
No Yes/no 
History How, why No No 
Case study How, why No Yes 
 
 
 
In order to collect information for the aim of this study, the research question belongs to the 
‘What’ category as such question could provide the researcher with a better understanding 
of the topic he is investigating ( Hyde et al., 2012; Yin, 2003). The experiment strategy, 
however, obliges the researcher to have control over the behavioural characteristics of the 
sample (Hyde et al., 2012; Yin, 2003). Thus, this strategy was avoided in this study since 
the researcher does not have control over the behavioural aspects of his studied sample. 
Analysis of archival strategy is excluded (Yin, 2003). Historical strategy is suitable when 
there is nobody alive to report and the researcher must depend on documents and physical 
and cultural artefacts as the main source of evidence Yin (2003). Since this study deals 
with a contemporary phenomenon, the historical strategy was avoided. 
 
The strategy of this study is a multiple case study. The case-study strategy has been used 
in studies of heritage sites with religious significance (Poria & Airey, 2003; Raj & Morpeth, 
2007; Bond, 2013; Ozkan, 2013). According to Yin (2003), the purpose of a case-study 
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research is to explore and describe a social phenomenon within its life context. She defines 
the case-study approach as an “empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 
phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between 
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (2003, p. 13). Moreover, she claims that 
although case-study methods lack rigorous substantial generalisations, and require more 
time than other types of social research, it is a preferred strategy when the investigator has 
little control over events. 
 
Case-study methods are divided into multiple-case-study and single-case-study (Yin, 
2006). Multiple case studies are more reliable than the single ones since they are inclined 
to generalised conclusions (Hyde et al., 2012). For above-mentioned reasons, the current 
research utilised a multiple case-study to investigate visitors’ experiences at three religious 
heritage sites in Jordan:Mt Nebo, Bethany and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. However, 
there are six sources used to gather data in the case study strategies. These include 
documentation; archival records; interviews; direct observations; participant observations, 
and physical artefacts (Hyde et al., 2012). These resources are complementary to each other, 
and a good case study research will combine most of these resources (Hyde et al., 2012; 
Yin, 2003). Nevertheless, documentation and archival resources are similar since both of 
them rely on past events, and require material (Yin, 2003), which does not exist in this study. 
Thus, they were excluded in this study. Direct observations require time and financial 
resources. Physical artefacts are suitable resources for cultural features and operations not 
for perceptions and experiences (Hyde et al., 2012), which do not match the purpose of this 
study. The present study utilised both interviews and questionnaires for data collection. 
 
Sample Analysis 
 
It is difficult to gather data from all tourists at a tourist destination; nonetheless, the 
researcher should assert that the sample represents most of the characteristics of the 
population, and that it was chosen randomly (Harahsheh, 2009; Dean & Illowsky, 2010). 
As a result, the researcher in the present study compared the average of the total number of 
tourists who visit the case study sites daily and the number of the studied sample to ensure 
that the study is representative. In addition, the researcher of the current study kept an 
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informal eye on ages and gender of participants to try to obtain a representative sample. 
However, the researcher control in some cases was difficult since some local guides did 
not want their groups held up because it would cut down on time in shops or other sites. 
 
The 2010 fieldwork at Mt Nebo resulted in a sample consisting of 499 participants, of 
whom 53.3% were male and 46.7% were female. The 2011 fieldwork at Bethany and The 
Cave of the Seven Sleepers resulted in a sample of 507 respondents who were divided into 
two parts. 252 participants were selected from Bethany’s visitors (53.2% males and 46.8% 
females) and 255 participants were selected from The Cave of the Seven Sleepers (76.5% 
males and 23.5% females). 
 
Table 3. 2: Response rates of the questionnaire. 
 
 
Questionnaire Distributed Returned Response Rate 
Mt Nebo 1100 499 45.4 
Bethany 1000 252 25.2 
The Cave of the 
Seven Sleepers 
1000 255 25.0 
Total 3100 1,006 32.5 
 
 
 
Due to geographical and climate issues, the number of respondents at Mt Nebo was more 
than the other sites. Bethany is located at the Jordanian-Israeli border in the Jordan valley, 
which is the lowest point on earth and it is known for its high temperatures. Therefore, 
many respondents were reluctant to participate as they preferred leaving the site as soon as 
possible. In the case of The Cave of the Seven Sleepers, most respondents were Jordanians 
who visited the site mainly on Friday. This day is usually the day when families gather, and 
visit each other, so most of them give the site a short visit. 
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Although samples with large number of participants have more reliable findings, a sample 
that has been randomly chosen with a small number of participants could contain the same 
segments of the large sample (Hyde et al., 2012). The 2010 and 2011 fieldwork returned 
around 1,006 questionnaires which, compared with the available data on visitor numbers 
at the three sites, could be considered as a sufficient sample for results to have a confidence 
level of 95% and error margin of 3.94%. 
 
Research Validity and Reliability 
 
A valid research is a study which uses an instrument that measures what it was intended to 
measure (Gray, 2009). Validation of the questionnaire was done after it was checked by 
the thesis committee, and other experts at the University of Sydney. This includes checking 
the translations of the questionnaire and the design of the questions. In addition, a group of 
ten people from the University of Sydney served as the trial respondents and were asked to 
complete the questionnaire. The participants of the dry run had travel experience locally 
and internationally. In addition, they came from different nationalities and backgrounds. 
The results of the dry run indicated that the respondents found the questions clear and easy 
to answer. The questionnaires then were reproduced for final distribution. 
 
Reliability is the ability of the instrument to measure the research objectives consistently, 
and the ability to reproduce the research results under a similar methodology which takes 
margin of error into consideration (Gray, 2009). To measure reliability in quantitative 
research is much easier than to measure it in qualitative research (Devon et al., 2007). In 
quantitative research, reliability is measured easily using several tests such as the Cronbach 
(α) Test of scales (Devon et al., 2007). 
 
Cronbach's alpha requires only a single test administration in order to provide an estimate 
of the reliability for a given test (Devon et al., 2007).The acceptable value of reliability in a 
study ranges from 0.600 to 0.700 or 0.800 (Harahsheh, 2009). After checking the results 
using the Cronbach (a) Test, it was found that all the research values were under 0.800, 
which denotes that the study has reliable data. 
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Research Limitations 
 
Limitations of the research occurred mainly throughout the tourists’ stay at the site. Most 
tourists followed strict itineraries, which usually provided for a shorter visit to the case 
study sites than to other sites in Jordan such as Petra and Aqaba. Furthermore, weather 
conditions prevented many respondents from taking part in the study. In order to avoid 
these problems, a substantial number of questionnaires were given to the tour guides at the 
site in order to deliver them to tourists to complete them during their trip and post them to 
the researcher at the end of their journey. Some of the questionnaires were returned 
completed, nevertheless many of them were returned incomplete or were not returned at 
all. 
 
The researcher attempted to gain similar percentages of nationalities amongst tourists, but 
the duration and the budget did not allow either the researcher or the team to have enough 
time for this purpose. In addition, although the questionnaires were written in five 
languages, the inability to speak some European and Asian languages complicated the 
communication between the researcher and some respondents. 
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Summary 
 
In this chapter, a discussion of the research methodology is covered. This research 
embraces a constructivist research paradigm. In the present study, a self-report 
questionnaire is employed with respondents drawn from international, short haul and 
domestic visitors. The questions consisted of 35 open-ended, multiple choice and filter 
questions. Besides, one scale question was designed in order to give respondents’ freedom 
to rate their strength of religious belief. The questions dealt with different aspects of the 
visitor experience. For instance, questions 1-8 was concerned with visitors’ demographic 
characteristics. Questions 12-13, 20-23 investigated visitors’ motivations and religious 
characteristics. The other questions dealt with the visitor experience in terms of their 
interactions with tour guides and the local community. In addition, they are related to 
visitors’ evaluation of the sites’ services, and infrastructures. Data generated from the 
questionnaire has been analysed using the SPSS version 0.21. 
 
Furthermore, interviews were used in this study to understand visitors’ experiences and 
how they perceive the religious heritage sites according to their religious, spiritual and 
cultural characteristics. In addition, interviews aim to open a discussion to understand site 
managers, locals and tour guides’ experiences with the site and its customers. 
 
This study adopts a multiple-case study approach as a strategy to gather data at three case 
study sites in Jordan namely, Mt Nebo, Bethany and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. The 
three case study sites in this study were chosen due to their religious and historical 
significance that attract both local and international visitors. However, the researcher of 
this study could not obtain an equal number of visitors at the case study sites due to 
environmental issues such as the hot weather at Bethany, and the lack of co-operation from 
some tour guides. There were also some additional challenges such as language barriers, 
although the questionnaire had been translated into five languages. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: CASE-STUDY SELECTION CRITERIA 
 
Introduction 
 
This chapter is divided into two parts. The aim of the first part is directed at reviewing 
principle Jordanian sites with religious and heritage significance.  The second part presents 
the selective criteria for choosing the case study sites, namely, Mt Nebo, Bethany and The 
Cave of the Seven Sleepers. These sites were chosen to collect qualitative and quantitative 
data for the purpose of this study.  
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Map 4.1: Jordan holy sites (Source, http://wonderstourism.com/blog/jordan-map-sites). 
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 Part 1: BIBLICAL and ISLAMIC JORDAN 
 
Introduction 
 
Modern Jordan is situated geographically in southwest Asia, bordered by Syria, Iraq, Saudi 
Arabia and Israel and Palestine. Jordan has a population of 6,459,000 people and a territory 
that covers about 91,880 square kilometres (Royal Jordanian Geographic Centre, 2013). 
 
The name Jordan came from the Hebrew term Yarad which is said to mean “go down” 
(Curtis & May, 2007). This may refer to the Jordan River which flows from the Sea of 
Galilee towards the Dead Sea in the south. Another proposition is that Jordan is a 
composition of the Aramaic words “Jur’’ which is the ancient fountain of ‘Banias’ and 
‘Dhan’, which is the water source in Tell al Kady (Robinson et al., 1856). 
 
Early Biblical Explorers 
 
The Holy Land encompasses parts of Palestine, Israel, Lebanon, and Jordan, all of which 
have deep connections with the Abrahamic religions. Faith-based travelling flourished in 
Jordan since the first establishment of the monotheistic religions. It is not surprising to find 
that sites associated with the three great Abrahamic religions (Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam) are annually attracting millions of religious travellers and pilgrims who have come 
from different countries around the world. However, although there are many religious 
heritage sites in Jordan, most of these sites are not managed or promoted by Jordanian 
officials although these sites have the potentiality to attract visitors due to their high 
religious and historical values. 
 
Interest in exploring Jordan started with early biblical scholars and explorers who found 
deep connections between the land east of the Jordan River (Transjordan) and sites and 
events with high religious significance in the Old and New Testaments of the Bible. 
However, Biblical scholars faced difficulties in exploring Jordan during the nineteenth 
century due to the instability of the region under the Ottoman Empire, and the nature of the 
land as an arid land with tribal societies who were occasionally aggressive to villagers and 
foreigners (Adams, 2008). This is depicted in Arthur Stanley’s travel log: 
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Who that has travelled in Palestine has not longed to cross the Jordan Valley to those 
mysterious hills which close ever eastward view with their long horizontal outline, their 
overshadowing height, their deep purple shade? 
 
Regardless of the obstacles that explorers faced in Jordan during the nineteenth century, 
some of them managed to visit Jordan, register and describe a number of key archaeological 
and or Biblical sites. Between the years 1805-1807, the German explorer Ulrich Jasper 
Seetzen visited Jarash (Gerasa) and Amman (Philadelphia); followed by the Swiss explorer 
Johann Ludwig Burckhardt 1810-1812 who visited a number of archaeological sites in 
Jordan and was the first to rediscover Petra. 
 
In 1837, the biblical scholar Edward Robinson and his missionary travelling companion 
Eli Smith visited Jordan briefly and mentioned Petra and Pella in their publications, which 
were mainly concerned with Palestinian sites: ‘Biblical Research in Palestine, Mount Sinai 
and Arabia Petrea; and Biblical Researches in Palestine and Adjacent Regions (Edward, 
1853) 
 
In 1847 Lt. William Francis Lynch commenced the first scientific exploration in Jordan 
after receiving orders from the U.S. Department of the Navy to explore the area of the Dead 
Sea (Mason, 1847). During their sailing from the source of the Jordan River in the north to 
the Dead Sea, Lynch and his team spent three weeks sketching, collecting specimens, 
taking surroundings of the Dead Sea and looking for Biblical evidence (Adams, 2008). 
After he completed his expedition Lynch published a report entitled The Official Report of 
the US Expedition to Explore the Dead Sea and River Jordan (Rook, 1998). 
 
Biblical Sites in Jordan 
 
Jordan, as a part of the Holy Lands, is home to more than 200 sites related to the Abrahamic 
religions (MOTA, 2011). While some of these sites are managed and promoted for tourism 
purposes such as the case study sites, the rest have largely been left untouched. These sites 
have the potentiality to attract visitors with different motivations owing to their religious, 
aesthetic and historical values. Thus, the following presents the most significant of these 
Jordanian religious heritage sites, which are related to active religions such as the 
monotheistic ones. 
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Medeba/ Madaba 
 
 
 
Figure 10.1: Medeba/ Madaba (Source, Biblical Jordan, 2012). 
 
Madaba is located about 33 km to the south of Amman and approximately 15 km to the 
east of the Dead Sea. The city is known for its large number of churches and mosaics. It is 
one of the main tourist destinations in Jordan, especially for those who are religiously 
motivated. Madaba is an Amorite and Moabite town that was later a major center for 
Byzantine church construction and mosaic art (Harwood, 2006). Biblically, Madaba was 
one of the towns divided among the twelve tribes of Israel. Moses gave the plateau of 
Madaba to the trip of Reuben as a part of their inheritance (Joshua 13: 15-16). 
 
In the 19th century, a group of Christians moved from al Kerak governorate to Madaba, and 
while they were digging foundations for their houses, they found a mosaic map or what is 
known today as the Madaba Mosaic Map (Walker, 2012). The map was located in St 
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George Church that was built in AD 542 (Harwood, 2006). The Madaba Mosaic Map is 
one of the most spectacular artifacts from the Byzantine Period (Harwood, 2006). It depicts 
the topography and the structure of the area of the Holy Land generally and Jerusalem 
specifically during the Byzantine Period (Harwood, 2006). The remaining parts of the 
Madaba Mosaic Map depicts the topography of the Holy Land with a large number of 
buildings that are believed to represent basilica churches (Donner, 1992: 18). Donner 
(1992) contended that there were two main reasons for the map: one is inferior and the 
other is superior. From his point of view, the inferior reason was to guide Christian pilgrims 
to the sacred places of the Holy Land, while the superior reason was to demonstrate God's 
power to spectators and to show the area of the Bible (Donner, 1992). 
 
Rammoth-Gilead 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10.2: Rammoth-Gilead (Source, Bibleplaces, 2012). 
 
The location of Rammoth Gilead (Gilead Heights) is still uncertain. However, according 
to Matthew George Easton (2012) a Scottish Presbyterian preacher and writer (1823-1894), 
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Rammoth Gilead is located about 5 miles to the west of Jerash (51 km to the north of 
Amman). The site is located in a rural area with no proper infrastructure. Thus, a person 
needs to hike in order to reach it. 
 
Rammoth Gilead is considered as one of the six cities of refuge that Moses gave to Gad the 
Israelite tribe after the Exodus (Deut 4: 43). This area witnessed political turmoil between 
the Israelites and the Aramean King Ben-Hadad who competed to spread his influence in 
the region (Bromiley, 1988). King Solomon is said to have sent an ambassador to this area 
(I Kings 22: 1-22), and later on, the Israelite King Ahab was mortally wounded in the war 
of Rammoth-Gilead (I Kings 22: 1-36). Sometime later again, Joram Ahab’s son, was also 
wounded in Rammoth Gilead. Then, Jeho was anointed king there by one of Elisha’s young 
prophets (2 Ki 8: 28-9: 14). 
 
Jabesh-Gilead 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10.3: Jabesh-Gilead  (Tell al Maqlub) (Source,  Bibleplaces, 2012). 
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There are two assumptions about the location of Jabesh Gelead. The first is that Jabesh 
Geliad is Tell al Maqlub which overlooks the north bank of wadi al Yabis. This 
identification is evidenced by Eusebius who stated that Jabesh Gelead was a village about 
six miles from Pella on the road to Jerash (Fischer, 2006). Tell al Maqlub is surrounded by 
olive trees and farmlands with narrow paved roads that serve farmers. The second 
proposition is that Jabesh Gelead is located at Tell Abu al Kharaz (Glueck, 1951). After 
carrying out a number of archaeological excavations and surveys in Wadi al Yabis and at 
Tell Abu al Kharaz, in the 1940s and 1950s, the American scholar Nelson Glueck proposed 
that Tell Abu al Kharaz is Jabesh Gelead (Fischer, 2006). He based his assumptions on a 
number of pottery shards dating back to the Iron Age I and II. Nevertheless, recent 
excavations at the site (1989-2008) directed by Peter M. Fischer prove that there is little 
evidence to support Glueck’s theory that Tell Abu al Kharaz is the actual site of Jabesh 
Gelead (Fischer, 2006). 
 
The Bible refers to Jabesh Gelead as one of the cities of refuge that Moses gave the tribe 
of Manasseh (Mills &Bullard, 1990). According to the Bible, the people of Jabesh Gilead 
appealed to King Saul for help against the Ammonite king Nahas who subjugated and 
persecuted them (1 Sam 11:1-11). After the death of Saul and the disgraceful treatment of 
his body, the people of Jabesh Gilead rescued his body from Beth-shean and took it to 
Jabesh-Gilead where it was burned and buried (1 Sam 31: 113; 1; Chr 10: 1-12). 
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Zaphon 
 
 
 
Figure 10.4: Zaphon (Source, Injaznews, 2011). 
 
The identification of Zaphon is still uncertain. According to Edwards et al., (1975), Zaphon 
is Tall al Sa’idiyeh, which is a site  located 12 miles south of Pella. A second assumption 
is that Zaphon is located in Ajlun district. The site known locally as Zaphon is surrounded 
by oak trees and it is accessed only by foot. The Bible refers to Zaphon as a city on the East 
of the Jordan in the territory of Gad (Joshua 13:27). According to Judges 12:1 Zaphon is 
the place where the elders of Gilead gathered to meet Jephthah, a judge over Israel for a 
period of six years (Judges 12:7). 
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Succoth 
 
 
 
Figure 10.5: The Jordan River entering the Sea of Galilee (Source, Bolen, 2004). 
 
In Biblical texts, the location of Succoth is one mile to the north of the Jabbok River (Josh 
13: 27). Succoth is believed to be Tell Ikhsas which is about four miles to the north of Deir 
Alla (Free Coptic, 2011). The area of Succoth is marshy due to the Jordan River and it is 
covered with thick vegetation. 
 
According to Genesis (31:33-34), this site was named Succoth after Jacob settled there and 
built a house for himself and some shelters for his flocks. In addition, Succoth is mentioned 
in the Bible as the city that embraced the Israelites after they left Ramesses (EX 12: 37).  
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The foundry for casting bronze for King Solomon's temple is also believed to be in this site 
(1 King 7: 46). 
 
Other stories relating to the site embrace the place where Gideon the son of Joash 
massacred the people of Succoth because they refused to help him and his army on their 
military mission to Karkor (Judges 8: 13-16). The story narrates that Gideon was chasing 
two Midianite kings, Zebah and Zalmunna, knowing that by killing them his enemy would 
lose his power. Gideon’s army crossed the Jordan River to Succoth whose people refused 
to help Gideon. Similarly, the Ammonites and the Moabites refused to help Gideon. This 
made Gideon angry; he swore to return and punish those who refused to help him in his war 
with the Midianites. According to Deuteronomy (23: 3-6), Gideon won his war and captured 
the two Midianite kings. On his way back, he chastised the seventy seven leaders of 
Succoth with thorny branches. 
 
Jabbok River 
 
 
 
Figure 10.6: Jabbok River (Source, Bibleplaces, 2012). 
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The main source of the Jabbok River starts from Amman and outflows to the North West 
side of Jordan passing the area between the Sea of Galilee and the Dead Sea until reaching 
the Jordan River. The River is a target for environmentalists and bird watchers, more 
specifically due to variety of different types of birds and plants. In Deuteronomy (3: 16) the 
river is mentioned as the boundary between the Israelites and the Ammonites. This river 
was visited by Abraham during his journey from Haran to Shechem (Bibleplaces, 2012). 
According to Genesis (32:1-2) Jacob had a vision of Angels at a town located on the bank 
of the Jabbok River, which he named Mahanaim after the vision. Another town located 
near the Jabbok River named Peniel is known as the “Face of God’’ (Gen, 32). The Bible 
narrates that at Peniel Jacob wrestled with God until the break of day, and it was here that 
God renamed Jacob and called him Israel (Gen. 32: 24-32, 30). Judges 11: 13-33 mentions 
that the Ammonites lost their lands to the Amorites before the time of Exodus, and it was 
here where the Israelite leader Jephthah defeated the Ammonites. 
 
Rabbath-ammon/ Amman 
 
 
 
Figure 10.7: Rabbath-ammon/ Amman (Source, Fdool, 2009). 
68  
Rabbath Ammon is modern Amman, the political capital of Jordan. Rabbath Ammon used 
to be one of the cities of the Decapolis (Philadelphia) and its name is related to the 
Ammonites who settled in the region during the 13th century BC (Negev & Gibson, 2001). 
The Bible mentions that in the land located on the east of the River Jordan, there were three 
strong kingdoms (Moab, Ammon, and Edom) which were considered as the enemies of the 
Israelite kingdom during the Biblical periods (Num 21,24; Deut 3:16; and Josh 12:2). 
According to Genesis (19: 38), the Ammonites are the descendants of Lot who settled the 
area east of the Jordan after the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah. 
 
The book of Samuel (2 Samuel 11: 1-26) mentions Rabath Ammon as the place where 
King David killed Uriah the Hittite in order to marry his wife Bethsheba who became the 
mother of King Solomon. 
 
Tell Heshbon 
 
 
 
Figure 10.8: Tell Heshbon, (Source, Archaeological Questions, 2008). 
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The Bible determines the location of Tell Heshbon as a site adjacent to the Dead Sea and 
Arnon River -modern al Mujib: “But we have overthrown them; Heshbon’s dominion has 
been destroyed all the way to Dibon. We have demolished them as far as Nophah, which 
extends to Medeba” (Numbers 21:30). 
Tell Heshbon is now called Tell Hisban, which is an ancient hill town about 20 km to the 
southwest of Amman, and 20 km to the east of the Jordan River. The site is located in a 
residential area and lies only a few meters from a paved road. It is surrounded by a metal 
fence and it has a guard appointed by the Department of Antiquities in Jordan. 
 
Tell Heshbon is mentioned in the Bible as the first place where Moses and the Israelite 
tribes settled after the Exodus (Numbers 32: 37). Heshbon was the capital of the Amorite 
King Sehon who prevented the Israelites from passing his territory to the Promised Land. 
In order to pass Heshbon, Moses declared a war resulting in the death of Sehon (Num 21: 
21-23; Joshua 13: 21). 
 
Machaerus/ Mukawir 
 
 
 
Figure 10.9: Machaerus/ Mukawir (main source). 
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Machareos castle is located on a top of a well-shaped hill approximately 62 km to the south 
of Amman. The site is clearly evident from most places in the area, and it requires good 
physical condition to reach its summit. At the main gate there is a guest house. As one 
enters the main gate he or she comes upon brochures and flyers describing the site and its 
history. On the top of the hill, the castle of Machareos occupies one of the most spectacular 
spots in Jordan. It is believed that in this Castle Salome danced for Herod Antipas to 
persecute John the Baptist who formed a barrier against their marriage (Matthew 14). At 
the base of the hill, a few caves are scattered along the east side. One of them is believed 
to be a prison where John the Baptist was beheaded (Walker, 2012). 
 
Dibon/Dhiban 
 
 
 
Figure 10.10: Dibon/Dhiban, (Source, Biblical Geography, 2011). 
 
Dibon is located about 70 km to the south of Amman, in a residential area with paved roads. 
The city was the capital of the Moabite King Mesha during the 9th century BC (Lang, 2009). 
Dibon is mentioned in the Bible as the place where the children of the Israelite tribe Gad 
settled (Num 33: 45, 46). At this site, the Mobite king Mesha erected an obelisk (Mesha 
Stele) which was considered as one of the most informative documents of Jordan dating to 
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Biblical times (Henry, 2003). It was sculpted by the king Mesha in honor of Kimosh, the 
great god of the Moabite kingdom to commemorate his victory over the Israelite tribes after 
a long war (Grabbe 2007). 
 
Aro'er 
 
 
 
Figure 10.11: Aro'er (Source, Studium Biblicum Franciscanum, 2004) 
 
Aro’er is a Biblical town located to the east of the Dead Sea about 50 Km to the south of 
Amman. The site is hard to reach because there is no proper infrastructure. The ancient 
border of Aro’er is described in the Bible as "From Aro’er, which is on the edge of the 
Valley of the Arnon..." Deut. 2:36. According to the Bible, Aro’er was the capital of the 
Amorite king Sihon (Joshua 12:2; Judges 11:26) and later a fortress of the Moabite king 
Mesha (Jeremiah 48). Furthermore, it was the starting point for King David's census (2 
Samuel 24: 1-24). Chapter 17: 2 in Isaiah narrates that Isaiah had a prophecy that Aro’er 
and its surrounded area will be forsaken forever. 
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Arnon Valley 
 
 
 
Figure 10.12: Arnon Valley (Source, al Bab, 2011). 
 
Arnon Valley is believed to be Wadi al Mujib (Al- Mujib Valley) which is located about 
90 Km to the south of Amman. With a depth of up to 1,100 m Arnon, the Valley extends 
from Heshbon to Elealeh, which is modern Al ‘al near Madaba (Routledge, 2004). This 
valley is hard to reach and a personcondition to visit this site. It has many swamps and 
natural pools. 
 
Arnon Valley is mentioned in the Bible as the northern border of Moab (Num: 21; Judges 
11; Joshua: 12). Moreover, it was in Arnon where God punished the Amorites who hid 
themselves in the caves to attack the Israelites while they were crossing the valley (Num: 
21). 
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Kir Moab/Kir Hareseth 
 
 
Figure 10.13: Kir Moab/Kir Hareseth (Source, Kostan, 2009) 
 
Kir Moab or Kir Hareseth is a fortified Moabite city that is located in al Karak city, about 
150 Km to the south of Amman. Later the crusaders occupied this city and rebuilt the 
Moabite citadel (Ababinah, 1993). The site contains information centres and surrounded 
by souvenir shops and restaurants. According to 2 King (3:25), the kings of Israel 
slaughtered the Moabites, overthrew their city and devastated their land “till only its stones 
were left in Kir- Hareseth’’. It was in this city where the Moabite king Mesha sacrificed 
his older son Bilsam as an offer to his god Kimosh to help him in his war against Judah, 
Israel and Edom (Ababinah, 1993). 
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Zoar 
 
 
 
Figure 10.14: Zoar, Lot’s Cave of Refuge (Source, Biblical Jordan, 2012). 
 
Zoar is located in al Safi Valley about 40 Km to the west of Amman. The site is situated 
on a top of a hill and there is a staircase that leads to it. During the Biblical periods, Zoar 
was one of five cities on the south-eastern shore of the Dead Sea including Sodom, 
Gomorrah, Admah, Ziboiim, and Zoar (Vardiman, 2011). According to the Bible Lot and 
his two daughters took refuge in a cave in the mountain of Zoar after the destruction of 
Sodom and Gomorrah: 
 
But Lot said to them, “No, my lords, please! Your servant has found favor in your eyes, and 
you have shown great kindness to me in sparing my life. But I can’t flee to  the  mountains; 
this disaster will overtake me, and I’ll die. Look (the angels said), here is a town near 
enough to run to, and it is small. Let me flee to it—it is very small, isn’t it? Then my life will 
be spared.”… By the time Lot reached Zoar, the sun had risen over the land. .. Then the 
Lord rained down burning sulfur on Sodom and Gomorrah—from the Lord out of the 
heavens. Thus he overthrew those cities and the entire plain, destroying all those 
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living in the cities—and also the vegetation in the land. But Lot’s wife looked back, and 
she became a pillar of salt (Genesis 19: 18- 30). 
 
Zered Valley 
 
 
 
Figure 10.15: Zered Valley (Source, Biblical Geography, 2011). 
 
Zered Valley is believed to be Wadi Hasa which is located about 120 Km to the west of 
Amman (Walker, 2012). Similar to Arnon Valley, this site is hard to reach and it requires 
an individual to be in a good physical condition to visit it. According to the Bible, Moses 
and his people concluded their desert wanderings at Zered and camped there on their 
journey north towards Canaan: 
 
Thirty-eight years  passed  from  the  time  we  left  Kadesh  Barnea  until  we  crossed  the 
Zered Valley. By then, that entire generation of fighting men had perished from the camp, 
as the Lord had sworn to them. (Deut 2: 1). 
76  
Punon /Faynan 
 
 
 
Figure 10.16: Punon /Faynan (Source, Langfur, 2003). 
 
Biblical Punon or Wadi Faynan is located in an arid area about 250 Km to the south of 
Amman. The site is situated in an arid area with rocky roads and usually visitors use four-
wheel cars to visit it. It used to be a copper mining center and believed to be the Exodus 
route encampment where Moses made a Bronze serpent (Num 21: 4-6). In addition, Moses 
and his folk are also said to have camped in Punon during their journey to the Promised 
Lands (Deut 33:42). 
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Bozrah 
 
 
Figure 10.17: Bozrah (Source, samaalordon, 2010). 
 
Bozrah is believed to be modern Busayra, which is a small village about 150 km to the 
south of Amman (Robinson, 1930). The site is located on a mountain which is known for 
its low temperatures during winter. The site is surrounded by residential houses with few 
shops that serve the local community. Biblical Bozrah has been first identified as modern 
Busayra by Seetzen in 1854 (Mazar & Mathias, 2001). Later, in 1934, Nelson Glueck made 
a survey in Busayra and confirmed that this city is Biblical Bozrah (Mazar & Mathias, 
2001). It was one of the most important cities during the Edomite period and it is believed 
to be the capital of Edom (Robinson, 1930). According to Isaiah, Bozrah is the place from 
which the Messiah would come: 
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Who is this coming from Edom, from Bozrah, with his garments stained crimson? Who is 
this, robed in splendor, striding forward in the greatness of his strength? ’’ It is I, 
proclaiming victory, mighty to save.” (Isaiah 63: 1-6). 
 
Sela/ Joktheel 
 
 
 
Figure 10.18: Sela/ Joktheel (Source, Al Gad, 2010). 
 
Sela in Hebrew language means the rock and corresponds with the Greek term Petra 
(Calmet, 1914). Petra is located about 225 Km to the south of Amman. The site is well 
managed from a tourism perspective since it is one of the Seven Wonders of the World. 
 
The Bible refers to Sela as the capital of the Edomites and the place where the King of 
Judah Amaziah hurled 10,000 Edomites to their death: 
 
He was the one who defeated ten thousand Edomites in the Valley of Salt and captured 
Sela in battle, calling it Joktheel, the name it has to this day (2 Kings 14: 7). Later Petra 
became the capital of the Nabataeans. Chapter Numbers 20-21: 35 in the Bible shows that 
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at Wadi Musa (‘Valley of Moses’ in Arabic), located about 2 km to Petra, Moses struck 
the rock and brought forth water for his followers: 
 
… The Lord said to Moses, “Take the staff, and you and your brother Aaron gather the 
assembly together. Speak to that rock before their eyes and it will pour out its water. You 
will bring water out of the rock for the community so they and their livestock can drink… 
So Moses took the staff from the Lord’s presence, just as he commanded him. He and Aaron 
gathered the assembly together in front of the rock and Moses said to them, “Listen, you 
rebels, must we bring you water out of this rock?” Then Moses raised his arm and struck 
the rock twice with his staff. Water gushed out, and the community and their livestock 
drank. 
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Mt. Hor/Aaron’s Tomb 
 
 
 
Figure 10.19: Mt. Hor/Aaron’s Tomb (Source, Al Gad, 2010). 
 
Mt Hor is located about 250 Km to the south of Amman on a top of a mountain named in 
Arabic as Djebel Haroun. This site requires physical effort to reach its summit which has 
a spectacular view where one can see most of the surrounding area. In Arabic, the Mount 
name is “Djebel Nebi Harun” which means the mountain of the prophet Harun. According 
to the bible, prophet Harun was buried on the top of Mt Hor Aaron and the priesthood was 
passed on to his son Eleazer: 
 
At Mount Hor, near the border of Edom, the Lord said to Moses and Aaron, “Aaron will 
be gathered to his people. He will not enter the land I give the Israelites, because both of 
you rebelled against my command at the waters of Meribah. Get Aaron and his son Eleazar 
and take them up Mount Hor. Remove Aaron’s garments and put them on his son Eleazar, 
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for Aaron will be gathered to his people; he will die there… Moses removed Aaron’s 
garments and put them on his son Eleazar. And Aaron died there on top of the mountain. 
Then Moses and Eleazar came down from the mountain, and when the whole community 
learned that Aaron had died, all the Israelites mourned for him thirty days. (Num 20: 22- 
29; Deut 10: 6). 
 
Eloth/Aqaba 
 
 
 
Figure 10.20: Eloth/Aqaba (Source,  Bible Places, 2012). 
 
Eloth/Aqaba is located in the extreme south of modern Jordan about 395 km south of 
Amman. Aqaba is a duty free city with various facilities and souvenir shops. During the 
era of Prophet Solomon, Aqaba was an Edomite and Israelite port town (Fleming, 2003). 
The 1996 archaeological excavations conducted by the Jordanian Department of 
Antiquities under the direction of Thomas Parker revealed abandoned artefacts (lamps, 
glasses, painted pots) indicating the situation of the city as a commercial city  during 
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the Byzantine periods (Prker, 1998). Excavations in Aqaba similarly revealed which is 
believed to be the oldest known church in the world, dating back to the late 3rd century AD 
(Parker, 2000; Mccrossan, 2007). The church was massively destroyed probably by the 
earthquake of AD 363 (Parker 1998). 
 
Gadara/Umm Qais 
 
 
 
Figure 10.21: Gadara/Umm Qais (Source, World Discovery, 2007). 
 
Gadara or Umm Qais (The Mother of Qais) lies in the extreme northwest side of Jordan 
(about 90 Km to Amman), where the borders of Jordan, Israel and Syria meet. The city 
overlooks on the Sea of Galilee (Lake Tiberias) and Golan Heights in the north and on the 
Jordan Valley to the south. The site is surrounded by a metal fence to protect it from 
shepherds. The site is distinguished by its spectacular view which looks out over the 
western side of the Jordan River and parts of Syria and Lebanon. 
 
The Bible narrates that at this site Jesus healed two men by transferring their demons into 
a herd of swine rushing down into the Sea of Galilee after the exorcism (Matthew 8: 28-
34; Mark 5: 1-12). Recently, archaeological excavations identified three churches at the 
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area of Gadara. The first one is a basilica built over a Roman mausoleum during the 4th 
century AD (Fitzgerald, et al, 2004). This basilica is believed to be built to commemorate 
either the miracle of the Gadarene swine or to commemorate the bishop of Gadara 
Zacchaeus who was martyred and buried beneath the church (Fitzgerald, et al, 2004). 
 
Currently, the remains of the Roman Theatre, the colonnaded street and the large number 
of religious artifacts such as statues, mosaic floors and religious inscriptions  all  suggest 
the high importance of Gadara during the pre-Biblical and the Biblical periods. However, 
maybe the most remarkable artifacts at Gadara are the Byzantine underground burials and 
tombs with Greek inscriptions. One of the tombs was found beneath the mosaic floor at the 
underground mausoleum holding three lines of Greek inscriptions that mention the name 
of three notables Christians (Valentinianus, Eustathia, and Protogenia ) who lived at 
Gadara during the Byzantine period (Jami'ah al Urduniyah, 2001). One of the most 
interesting artifacts at Gadara is the Greek inscription which was sculptured on a tombstone 
during the 5th century AD reading: 
 
I am speaking to you, who is passing by: 
I was as you are and you will be as I am. 
Lead your life as a mortal one. (Jami'ah al Urduniyah, 2001: 33). 
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Pella 
 
 
 
Figure 10.22: Pella (Source, Atlastours, 1997). 
 
Pella or Tapaqet Fahl is located about 60 Km to the north of Ammanonly a few kilometres 
from the Syrian and the Israeli borders. Pella as a historical site has a long history of 
civilizations and human settlements (Bourke, 1998). There is a government Rest House. It 
is likewise near a town with shops and markets. 
 
The Tell Amarna letters, which are clay tablets written in Akkadian and sent between the 
Egyptian administration and its representative in Canaan (BC 1350-1330), mentioned the 
names of different Jordanian sites and princes during the late Bronze Age (Goren et 
al:2002). Amongst the different sites mentioned in the Amarna letters, Pella appeared as a 
city state with an organized system (Strange, 2000). Pella has been recognized in 
Christianity after the destruction of Jerusalem by the Roman Empire Titus in 70 AD (Allen 
et al, 2003). It is believed that Jerusalem's Christians were warned about this destruction 
by a revelation telling them that they have to take refuge in Pella which was one of the 
cities of the Decapolis at that time (Kitto, 1853). Early Christians who took refuge in Pella 
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established a Christian community that required the establishments of churches (Allen et 
al, 2003). The prominence of Pella as a Christian site appears in the remains of many 
churches, some of them very large, such as the 4th century Cathedral which attracted many 
Christians during the Byzantine period (Bowersock et al, 2000). 
 
The Brook of Kerith 
 
 
 
Figure 10.23: The Brook of Kerith (Source, Illustrated Bible, 2002). 
 
The Brook of Kerith has been identified as Wadi al-Yabis which is located between Israel 
and Jordan, about 55 Km to the north of Amman. The site is surrounded by oak and olive 
trees, and there are no paved roads that lead to this site. The stream feeds into the Yarmouk 
River, flowing through the forested uplands of Jordan. The Bible (King 17: 2-6) mentions 
that the prophet Elijah settled at the Brook of Kerith according to the word of God who 
ordered the ravens to feed Elijah with bread and flesh twice a day: 
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Then the word of the Lord came to Elijah: “Leave here, turn eastward and hide in the 
Kerith Ravine, east of the Jordan. You will drink from the brook, and I have directed the 
ravens to supply you with food there…So he did what the Lord had told him. He went to 
the Kerith Ravine, east of the Jordan, and stayed there. The ravens brought him bread and 
meat in the morning and bread and meat in the evening, and he drank from the brook. 
 
Gerasa/Jerash 
 
 
Figure 10.24: Gerasa/Jerash (Source, Ferrell Jenkins, 2008). 
 
Gerasa or modern Jerash is located about 35 Km to the north of Amman, and was one of 
the main cities of the Decapolis (Schmid, 2008). Today Jerash is one of the main tourist 
destinations in Jordan and it has various activities that attract international and domestic 
tourists such as the Jerash Festival. Early Christians recognized Gerasa as an important 
Christian city in the region. Thus, they established many churches such as the church of the 
Prophets which was built during the 5th century AD (Milburn & Milburn, 1988). In AD 
375, the bishop of Salmis Epiphanius stated that in Gerasa and near the church of Martyrion 
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which was dedicated to Christian Martyrs. Christians celebrated the miracle of turning 
water into wine every year (Field, 1951). 
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Islamic Sites in Jordan 
 
 
 
 
Map 10.1: Islamic Holy Sites in Jordan (MOTA 2008). 
 
Due to political reasons such as the Gulf War in 1990-91, September 11 terrorist attacks 
and the 2011 Arab Uprising, the tourism industry in the world and more specifically in the 
Arab and Muslim countries was affected (Al Hamarneh & Streiner, 2004). Hence, many 
Muslim countries realized the importance of domestic tourism to compensate for the 
decline in the number of international travelers to their countries. As a result, the first 
Islamic tourism conference was conducted in Iran in 2000, followed by the Ryadh 
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Conference in 2002 with the cooperation of the UNWTO (Neveu, 2010). The two 
conferences highlighted the importance of common declarations and agreements among 
the Islamic countries with due attention to the area of the Middle East (Neveu, 2010). 
 
In the years 2004 and 2005, the Jordanian government signed agreements with different 
Muslim countries from South East Asia (e.g. Indonesia, Malaysia) Iraq and Iran to increase 
the number of Muslim tourists, especially the Shiites who were eager to visit the 
mausoleum of Jafar bin Abi Talib (the brother of Imam Ali and Muhammad’s (PBUH2) 
cousin) in Al Mezar, in the south of Jordan (Neveu, 2010). Since 1994, more than 32 
shrines and mausoleums have been rebuilt, including the place of the tree which is believed, 
in the Islamic literature, that Monk Buhair predicted prophecy for the prophet Muhammad 
(PBUH) (Neveu, 2010). 
 
Jordan’s religious significance in Islamic literature appears in the Quran in chapter 17, 
which identifies the region of Jerusalem and its neighborhood including Jordan as a region 
blessed by God. Suret al-Israa', verse 1 mentions: 
 
Glorified be he who carried his servant by night from the inviolable place of worship 
(Mecca) to the far distant place of worship (Jerusalem) the neighborhood whereof we have 
blessed, that we might show him of our tokens. Lo! He, only he, is the hearer, the seeth''. 
(Islamic Jordan, 2008). 
 
Jordan is always chosen as the land of the prophet Muhammad’s Journey between Hedjaz 
(Saudi Arabia) and al Sham (Damascus), and the land that embraced the graves of the 
prophet’s companions (Neveue, 2010). In the early seventh century AD, Islam was 
established in the Arabian Peninsula by Muhammad Bin Abdullah (PBUH) who sent his 
emissaries to promote Islam to all the nations of the world. During the years AD 630-640 
Islam entered Jordan and became the dominant religion there (Macdonald 1988). After the 
death of Muhammad (PBUH) in AD 632, his successors promoted Islam widely which 
helped Islam to spread across a great part of the world (Swanson et al., 2005). 
                                                          
2 PBUH stands for Peace Be Upon Him. 
90  
The Islamic victories in Muta (629AD) and al-Yarmouk (636 AD) Battles in Jordan 
between the Islamic army and the Romans contributed to the spread of Islam in other 
countries (Mikaberidze, 2011). Several companions such as Jaffar Ibn Abi Taleb, Abdullah 
Ibn Rawaha and Zeid ibn Al-Hartha who played important roles amongst the Muslim society 
at that time were killed in the Muta and al-Yarmouk Battles (Mikaberidze, 2011). The 
Battle of Tabaqat Fahl (Pella) in AD 635 in the Jordan Valley is considered a crucial battle 
between Muslims and Romans; it resulted in the martyrdom of Ubida Amer bin al Jarah, 
the Trustee of the Nation or ‘’Amin al Umma’’ (al A’rif, 2005: 158). The Jordanian 
Ministry of Awqaf and Islamic Affairs recognized the importance of these companions and 
built shrines to commemorate them. These shrines attract thousands of domestic and 
international Muslim travelers every year. For instance, a study conducted in al-Kerak 
governorate showed that more than 37.5% of Arab travellers wished to see the shrines of 
the companions who were martyred in the battles of Muta and al-Yarmouk (Nawaysa, 
2001). 
 
The Shrine of Ja’far bin Abi Talib (The Mazar) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10.26: The Shrine of Ja’far bin Abi Talib 
 
(Source, http://www.atlastours.net/jordan/islamic_kerak.html). 
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Ja’far bin Abi Talib was the Prophet’s first cousin and one of the first people to espouse 
Islam in Mecca. Traditions narrate that he resembled the Prophet in looks and in character, 
and that he was the best man after the prophet (Mohammad, 1996). In addition, he was the 
older brother of Ali (the 4th Muslim Caliphate after Abu Bakr, Omar and Othman). 
 
In Islamic traditions, Ja’far is the hero who saved early Muslims from persecution when he 
debated with Mecca’s ambassadors in front of the Negus, Ashama ibn Abjar, a strong 
Christian king who ruled the land of Abyssinia (modern Ethiopia). 
 
The story goes that early Muslims migrated to Abyssinia after suffering from harassment 
in Mecca by their own folk. The people of Mecca at that time used to worship a set of idols; 
Islam was a very different religion since it promoted one God. Ja’far was among the people 
of the second campaign to Abyssinia in AD 616. The people of Mecca knew that 
Mohammad would send his companions to Abyssinia, so they sent Abdullah ibn Abi 
Rabiah and 'Amr ibn al-'As (who had good relations with the Negus) to negotiate to bring 
the emigrants back to Mecca. They gave presents of leather goods to the Negus and his 
officials and gave him a bad report of the Muslims. The Negus replied that he could not 
hand the Muslims over without hearing their side of the story. When the Muslims were 
called to answer to the Negus, Ja’far was their spokesman. 
 
The Negus asked the Muslims about their religion. Ja’far replied: “We were an uncivilized 
people. God sent us an apostle who commanded us to speak the truth, be faithful to our 
engagements, mindful of the ties of kinship and kind hospitality, and to refrain from crimes 
and bloodshed. He forbade us to commit abominations and to tell lies, and to devour the 
property of orphans, to vilify chaste women. He commanded us to worship God alone and 
not to associate anything with Him, and he gave us orders about prayer, alms and fasting 
[enumerating the commands of Islam]. So we believed in him and what he brought to us 
from Allah; and we follow what he asked us to do and we avoid what he forbade us to do.” 
(Ali 1978, p. 64) 
 
The Negus asked if Ja’far had with him anything that Muhammad had received from God. 
Ja’far  recited  for  him  the  first  portion  of  Surah  Maryam,  which  narrates  the   story 
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of Jesus and his mother Mary. On hearing the words of the Quran, “the Negus wept until 
his beard was wet and the bishops wept until their scrolls were wet.” (Peters 1993, p. 63). 
The Negus said that he would never harm the Muslims. The two delegates Abdullah and 
Amr alleged that the Muslims called Jesus a created being, so the Negus asked Ja’far what 
he thought of Jesus. Ja’far answered: “Our prophet says he is God’s slave, apostle, spirit 
and word, which he cast into Mary the blessed virgin.” (Mattson, 2012 p. 120). At this time 
the Negus returned the gifts of the Quraysh, calling them “bribes,” and “they left his 
presence crestfallen.” The Muslims continued to live with the Negus “comfortably in the 
best security.” (Mattson, 2012 p. 121). 
 
In 629, Ja’far was killed in the Battle of Mu’tah and buried in the battle field along with 
other companions including Zayd ibn Harithah, and Abdullah ibn Rawahah, the Muslim 
leaders who fought against the Byzantines. Ja’far’s shrine is located in al Kerak 
governorate about 150 km to the south of Amman. In 1982, the Iranian government built a 
mosque on top of the companions’ shrines to facilitate the Shiites who venerate Ja’far since 
he is the from Al-albeit (Mohammad’s cousins and relatives). 
 
The Shrine of Abu Ubaidah ibn al-Jarah 
 
The shrine of Ubaidah ibn al-Jarah is located in Jordan Valley in a small village that holds 
his name, about 33 km to the north west of Amman. The Ministry of Awqaf and Islamic 
Affairs built a mosque on top of his shrine which is a target for many travelers, especially 
domestic ones. 
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Figure 10.27: The Shrine of Abu Ubaidah ibn al-Jarah (Source, Mohammad, 2006). 
 
Ubaidah ibn al-Jarah was amongst the first people who converted to Islam and those who 
fought in Uhud, the first battle in Islam. The Caliph Abu Baker Al-Siddiq nominated him 
for the caliphate at the meeting of Al-Saqifah. He was one of the ‘’Blessed Ten 
Companions’’ whom Prophet Mohammad confirmed that they will go to heaven. Ubaidah 
ibn al-Jarah’s nickname was the Guardian or Trusted One (Ameen) of the Nation Islam. 
After the Prophet passed away, Ubaidah ibn al-Jarah led the Northern Army of the Muslims 
during the Syrian campaign, and was one of those who died from the Great Plague in AD 
639, at the age of 58. 
94  
Table 10.1. Biblical and Islamic Sites in Jordan. 
 
 
Site Main event Type 
Rammoth-Gilead City of refuge for the 
Israelite tribe Gad; the place 
where king Ahab mortally 
wounded (I King 22: 1-36) 
Biblical 
Jabesh-Gilead The place where Saul’s 
body was rescued and 
buried; City of refuge for 
the Israelite tribe Manasseh 
(I Samuel 31:113). 
Biblical 
Zaphone Territory of Gad tribe 
(Judges 12: 7). 
Biblical 
Succoth Josh massacred the people 
of Succoth (Deuteronomy 
23: 3-6). 
Biblical 
Jabbok River Jacob wrestled with God 
until he named him Israel 
(Genesis 32). 
Biblical 
Rabbath-ammon King David killed Uriah the 
Hittite, and married his wife 
Bathsheba (2 Samuel 11: 1- 
26) 
Biblical 
95  
Site Main event Type 
Tell Heshbon The first place where Moses 
and the Israelite tribes 
settled after the Exodus 
(Numbers 32: 37). 
Biblical 
Macherus Persecution of John the 
Baptist (Matthew 14). 
Biblical 
Dibon Probably the capital of 
Mesha the enemy of Ahab 
and the Israelite kings 
(Number: 21). 
Biblical 
Aro’er King David’s census (2 
Samuel: 24). 
Biblical 
Sodom & Gomorrah Destruction of Lot’s folk 
(Genesis: 19). 
Biblical 
Kir Moab Moabite massacre by the 
Israelites (2 king: 3) 
Biblical 
Zoar Lot took refuge with his 
daughters after the 
destruction of Sodom and 
Gomorrah (Genesis 19: 18- 
30). 
Biblical 
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Site Main event Type 
Zered Valley Moses camping during his 
journey to the Promised 
Lands (Deuteronomy 2: 1). 
Biblical 
Punon Moses camped and made a 
serpent of Bronze 
(Numbers 21: 4-6). 
Biblical 
Bozrah The place where Messiah 
would come (Isaiah 63:   1- 
6). 
Biblical 
Sela King Judah Amaziah killed 
10,  000  Edomites  (2 king 
14: 7). 
Biblical 
Mt Hor Aaron’s tomb (Number 20: 
22-29). 
Biblical 
Eloth / Aqaba The oldest church in the 
world (Fleming, 2003) 
Biblical 
Gadara/ Um Qais Jesus exorcism (Matthew 8: 
28-34). 
Biblical 
Pella Early Christians took 
refuge from the Roman 
persecution AD 70 (Allen et 
al,. 2003). 
Biblical 
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Site Main event Type 
The Brook of Kerith Elijah settled and God sent 
him ravens with bread and 
flesh (King 17: 2-6). 
Biblical 
Gerasa/ Jerash Erection of early churches 
such as the 5th century 
church; the celebration of 
turning water into wine 
(Field, 1951). 
Biblical 
Medeba/ Madaba Madaba Mosaic Map which 
shows the topography of the 
Holy Lands and the main 
religious sites in it during 
the Byzantine period 
(Donner, 1992). 
Biblical 
The Shrine of Ja’far bin Abi 
Talib 
The relics of the Prophet’s 
(PBUH) cuisine. 
Islamic 
The Shrine of Abu Ubaidah The relics of the Trustee of 
the Nation Islam. 
Islamic 
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Summary 
 
Jordan is deeply connected with the Old and New Testaments of the Bible. This importance 
is represented in many sites which, from a biblical perspective, is considered as a miracle 
and or an event related to a historical or religious figure. The importance of these sites has 
been stressed and promoted by Jordanian officials, especially after the annexation of the 
West Bank during the 1950-60s. 
 
While some biblical sites represent cities of refuge for the Israelite tribes such as Rammoth 
Gilead, others are associated with a miracle such as Gadara where Jesus evicted demons 
from two men by transferring their demons into a herd of swine (Matthew 8: 28-34; Mark 
5: 1-1). Furthermore, there are other sites that gained greater importance during the 
Christian periods such as Aqaba which, based on archeological evidence, has the oldest 
church in the world. 
 
Due to political reasons such as the Arab Uprising and the 11 September terrorist attacks, 
the number of international travelers to the Middle East slumped (MOTA, 2012). Thus, 
some Islamic countries have felt the need to make agreements in order to attract Muslim 
tourists who are less affected by those political events. One of these countries is Jordan 
which is keen on promoting its Islamic sites. 
 
Most of the Jordanian Islamic sites are associated with the relics of the Prophet’s (PBUH) 
companions, who were martyred in battles such as Muta and Al-Yarmouk. However, the 
shrine of Ja’far bin Abi Talib has particularly high religious significance since Ja’far is one 
of Ahl-Albait, who are venerated by the Shiite Muslims. 
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PART II: THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CASE STUDY SITES 
 
Introduction 
 
Three case study sites namely, Mt Nebo, Bethany, and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers were 
selected to gather quantitative and qualitative data for this study. These sites were chosen 
for a number of reasons as follows: all three sites have religious heritage and historical 
importance, which makes them targets for visitors with different requirements. Besides, all 
three sites have a sufficient number of visitors to make them suitable for academic research. 
Moreover, all three sites are related to one or more of the three monotheistic religions, 
Judaism, Christianity and Islam, which attract visitors with different perspectives and 
backgrounds. 
MT NEBO 
 
 
Figure 4.1: Mt Nebo, (Source, Piccirillo, 1997). 
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Introduction 
 
Mount Nebo is located about 10 km to the west of Madaba governorate and about 40 km 
southeast of Amman. The Mt Nebo region features several peaks, including Siyagha, which 
contains the Memorial Church of Moses. Siyagha reaches an altitude of 800m above sea 
level and overlooks Wadi Afrit from the southern side and Wadi Ayoun Musa from the 
north (Museum With No Frontiers, 2000). Siyagha is distinguished by its spectacular view. 
A person who looks from the summit of Siyagha towards the west on a clear day could see 
Jerusalem, Bethlehem, Jericho and many historical sites scattered about. Since it is believed 
to be the point from which Moses first gazed on the Promised Land, the view at Mt Nebo 
has a great influence on visitors’ experiences. This issue is discussed in more details in the 
discussion chapter. 
 
 
 History 
 
The religious and heritage significance of Mt Nebo has attracted many travellers, explorers, 
and archaeologists from different periods. During the years AD 381-384, Egeria the 
Byzantine pilgrim visited Mt Nebo and documented that the remains of a memorial church 
was built for Moses on the summit of Mt Nebo (Wilkinson, 1999). In the last quarter of the 
fourth century, the bishop of Gaza, Peter the Iberian, mentioned that while he was travelling 
to the hot baths of Livias (ar-Rama village in the Jordan valley) looking for a cure for his 
infirmity, he passed the holy hill ‘’Fasga’’ (Siyagha) the place where Moses ascended into 
heaven (Saller & Schneider 1941, p. 341-347). Theodosius, the bishop of Philadelphia 
visited the site in 530 AD and related that  “the water made to flow from the rock, the place 
of Moses’ death and the hot springs of Moses where lepers come to be cured’’ are located 
to the east of the Jordan river near the city of Livias (Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
According to the pilgrim of Piacenza (570AD), about 8 miles to the east of the Jordan 
River, there were many monasteries in the place where Moses passed away (Piccirillo, 
1997). In his trip, between Madaba and Kerak, Thietmar the Crusader (1217AD) noticed a 
church and a monastery on the peak of Mt Nebo and he dated their architectural remains to 
the Byzantine period (Piccirillo, 1997; Southern, 2001). The Duke of Luynes was the first 
modern scholar who visited Mt Nebo in 1864. He mentioned that locals called this 
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mountain ‘’Djebel Mousa’’ meaning the mount of Moses in Arabic (Saller & Schneider 
1941). In 1872, H.B. Tristram spent four days amongst ''Siagha'' ruins until he identified 
the first church at the site, dating back to the 4th century AD (Piccirillo 1997). 
 
Religious significance 
 
According to Biblical tradition, following the exile from Egypt and after forty years of 
struggling in the desert, Moses arrived at the land of Canaan via the west southern side of 
modern Jordan where Aaron, Moses' brother passed away, and was buried on the summit of 
Mount Hur near Petra (Weiss, 2004). This mountain is now known as the Mount of Aaron 
or as the locals called it ''Djebel Haroun'', and it has a small chapel on top of it to 
commemorate Aaron’s death (Weiss, 2004, Finish Jebel Haroun Project, 2009). In the 
biblical narrative, shortly after the death of Aaron, the Lord spoke to Moses and ordered 
him to ascend MtNebo where he witnessed the Promised Land, died and was buried on the 
top of Mount Nebo (Deut. 34). As time passed Mt Nebo kept its name, indicating that this 
mountain has been recognized as Moses’ Mount for generations. Mt Nebo’s historical and 
spiritual significance attracts many tourists and pilgrims worldwide, more specifically 
Christians, Muslims and Jews. 
 
and Moses went up from the plains of Moab unto the mountain of Nebo, to the top of Pisgah 
that is over against Jericho, and the lord showed him all the land of Gilead unto 
Dan……..so Moses the servant of the lord died there in the land of Moab, according to the 
word of the Lord.' (Deut. 34:1-5). 
 
The conversion of the Roman Emperor Constantine to Christianity during the 4th century 
led to the establishment of many churches in the Holy Land (Southern, 2001). During 
Constantine's era, Christian clergy became more influential, and the power of Christianity 
continued to grow until it became the official religion of the Roman Empire in around AD 
380 (Southern, 2001). In addition, many temples and civilian buildings were transformed 
into churches during this period (Hahn et al., 2008). 
 
During the 5th century pilgrims would travel to Jerusalem, Jericho, Bethany, Ayoun Musa 
and Mt Nebo, before they went to ‘Hammamat Ma’in’ (Ma’in Baths) to take a bath after 
they completed their pilgrimage (Museum With No Frontiers, 2000). It was common for 
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early Christians to build shrines and churches in places that embraced the relics of a martyr 
or a religious figure to perpetuate his or her name (Hahn et al., 2008). Therefore, in the 
fourth century AD, local Christians in Mt Nebo transformed an old building into a 
memorial church in order to commemorate the sacred event of Moses’s death and his 
ascension into heavens (Saller & Schneider, 1941; Museum With No Frontiers, 2000). 
 
More recently, Mt Nebo has been internationally recognised after Pope John Paul II visited 
it in 2000, and announced Mt Nebo as a pilgrimage destination for Catholic Christians. 
This historical visit enhanced the number of religious travellers to Mt Nebo and those who 
are looking forward to experiencing the heritage values of the site (MOTA, 2011). 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.2: Pope John Paul II looking towards the Holy Land from Mt Nebo (Source, Vista Nostra in 
Eccelesia, 2009). 
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Siyagha (The Memorial of Moses) 
 
In 1933, the Franciscan Fathers, under the direction of Father Sylvester Saller, commenced 
the first season of archaeological excavations on Mt Nebo (Saller & Schneider, 1941). The 
Franciscans uncovered a large complex of religious buildings, including Moses Memorial 
Church or what they called the cellatrichora during the 1933, 1935 and 1937 excavation 
seasons (Piccirillo, 1997). The cellatrichora is a square building having three apses 
constructed of large blocks of limestone (transported from quarries at Ma’in) with a 
vestibule in the front (Piccirillo, 1997). The vestibule was raised in white mosaics with a 
large interweaved cross at the southern end (Piccirillo, 1997). 
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Figure 4.3: Moses Memorial Church (Source, Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
The walls of the church were built in diverse thickness (110-120cm) and spread out between 
the chancel rail, the door and the sacristy (Saller & Schneider, 1941). Excavations also 
revealed three chapels scattered along the northern side of the site, one of them dedicated 
to the Theotokos (The Mother of God) (Saller & Schneider, 1941). 
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Two funerary chapels in the north and in the south sides of the vestibule were exposed 
during the excavations. The chapels lead to an open courtyard flanked by rooms and a 
diaconicon baptistery, with six tombs that were scattered beneath the mosaic pavement 
(Saller & Schneider, 1941). The mosaic floor holds a Greek inscription that reads ''offering 
of Kesarios at the time of Alixios and Theophilus the priests'' (Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
 
 
Figure 4.4: Funerary chapel below the baptistery chapel of the basilica and the Greek inscription (Source, 
Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
Visitors to Mt Nebo would notice many mosaic floors and paintings with various shapes. 
One of these masterpieces is a Byzantine mosaic floor found in the Old Baptistery 
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depicting a man with animals surrounded by a chain style border (Figure 4.5). What is 
special about this piece is that it has two Greek inscriptions, one mentioning the date 
(August 531) and the name of the artisans who made the mosaic work, the name of the 
bishop of Madaba and of the abbot of the monastery. The top inscription reads “By divine 
grace, at the time of our father and pastor Elias, beloved by God, the holy diaconicon of 
God was rebuilt and beautified with the basin of regeneration it contains, and with the 
splendid kiborion, by the good offices of Elias abbot and priest, under the consulate of 
Flavius Lampadius and Orestes, in the month of August, in the 9th indiction of the year 425 
of the Province (Arabia-531 A.D.). For the salvation of Mouselios advocate and Sergia his 
wife, and the salvation of Philadelphus advocate and Goti advocate, and of all their kinfolk. 
Amen, Lord’’ (Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
The lower inscription reads “Lord Jesus Christ, remember the clerics and monks and (all 
the) others who rest here (in peace). Lord remember Soelos and Kaiomos and Elias the 
mosaicists and their whole families’’ (Saller & Schneider 1941; Piccirillo, 1997). 
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Figure 4.5: A mosaic floor found in the Old Baptistery with geometrical, floral, zoomorphic and human 
shapes with two Greek inscriptions , area VII in figure 4.3 (Source, Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
In the Byzantine periods (597- 598 AD), in the time of Abbot Martyrius and Bishop 
Sergius, local Christians in Mt Nebo reconstructed the Old Baptistery. They similarly 
placed a monolithic font depicted a cross and double inscription in a recess of the apse, 
separated by a little railing from the rest of the chapel (Piccirillo, 1997). The inscriptions 
read “the place where the neophytes are illuminated by the Light of the Christ”. They 
correspondingly carved birds, gazelles and trees around the font. 
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Figure 4.6: The mosaic around the font and in the nave of the baptistery (Source, Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
 
 
 
Miscellaneous 
 
The archaeological excavations at Mt Nebo revealed a number of artefacts used for 
religious purposes. These include crosses, candles, door handles with inscriptions and other 
artefacts which have ceremonial features, see figures 4.7 and 4.8 below (Saller & 
Schneider, 1941; Piccirillo, 1997). On the platform at the summit of Mt Nebo there is  a 
modern sculpture (the Brazen Serpent Monument) which was made by an Italian artist, 
Giovanni Fantoni. It is symbolic of the bronze serpent created by Moses in the wilderness 
(numbers 21:4–9) and the cross upon which Jesus was crucified “As Moses lifted up the 
serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of Man be lifted up” (John 3:14). 
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Figure 4.7: The Brazen Serpent Monument, made by an Italian artist Giovanni Fantoni (Source, 
http://www.the-big-picture.org.uk/wp/?page_id=10332). 
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Figure 4.8: Door handles, candles and motifs that have been found in the basilica, believed to be used for 
religious purposes (Source, Piccirillo, 1997). 
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Figure 4.9: A stylised temple of Jerusalem with the altar under a canopy and the fire for the sacrifices, found 
in the Theotokos chapel (Source, Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
 
 
 
Mt Nebo under Franciscan Management 
 
The modern site of Mt Nebo has one main gate in the east side and contains other features 
such as the museum, ticket office, and the church on the top of the western side of the site 
(see figure 4.10 below). Bathrooms are next to the church, and car parks are in the front of 
the main gate with a guard’s office in middle of it. 
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Figure 4.10: A recent sketch of Mt Nebo (Source, Piccirillo, 1997). 
 
1. From the main entrance to the sanctuary 
2. The road of peace and the monolith of the 2000 Jubilee (Vincenzo Bianchi) 
3. The Rolling Stone Door of a monastery in the Faysaliyah village (Hajar Abu Badd) 
4. The Mt Nebo Interpretation centre 
5. The rest house for pilgrims 
6. The eastern sector of the Byzantine Monastery 
7. The basilica of Moses 
8. The Northern sector of the Byzantine Monastery 
9. The VI Milestones of the Roman Road Esbus-Livias (Hesban-Rameh) 
10. The Christological symbol (by Gianni Fantoni) 
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11. The Funerary chapel 
12. The western sector of the Monastery 
13. The Northern Wing of the Franciscan house 
14. The olive tree planted by John Paul II 
 
15-17. The southern sector of the Byzantine Monastery 
 
18-19. The Franciscan house with the tombs of Bro. Jerome Mihaic, and Father 
Piccirillo (Piccirillo, 1996). 
 
Threats to Mt Nebo stem from both natural and human causes. Natural factors mainly 
concern erosion, since the site is on a top of a mountain. The human factor is manifested 
in visitors’ congestion and physical contacts with sensitive elements at the site such as 
mosaics, walls and other artefacts found during the excavations. These threats, on the other 
hand, have been recognised by the site managers who have used different management 
tools to protect, conserve, and reconstruct the site. 
 
Regarding the natural threat, the site managers surrounded the site with pine trees which 
are known for their ability to protect the soil from erosion (Berg, 2006). L i k e w i s e ,  the 
site custodians have assigned two local workers to take care of these trees and the gardening 
work at the site in general. According to the site manager, workers at the site come from 
the local community and they are trained to protect the site in a professional way. For 
example, they do not step on mosaics, observe tourists’ movement and in some cases 
instruct visitors in order to avoid any possible damage. 
 
The site has rope fences around mosaics and monoliths. All artefacts inside the museum 
are in show cases with information signs translated into English Arabic and Italian. Signs 
of ‘do not touch’, ‘do not take photo’ are also noticeable inside the museum. According to 
the site manager, the mosaics at the site are checked regularly by a professional team in 
order to anticipate any threats such as the effect of humidity or any other factors that may 
affect the mosaics. Furthermore, he noted that the site managers reconstructed the Memorial 
Church of Moses, reusing the original stones of the site and other stones, which mimic the 
original ones.  This work  required a large number of  workers who were  supervised by 
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the site managers. However, no significant articles have been published on site management 
at Mt Nebo. 
 
As demonstrated by the visitor book of Mt Nebo, it is estimated that between 900 to 1100 
visitors visit the site every day. Nevertheless, this number is subject to change according to 
the season, and the political situation in Jordan. For example, the ‘Arab Spring’ as a 
political uprising which began in December 2010 and remains ongoing at the time of 
writing, had affected the tourism industry in Jordan in general and Mt Nebo in particular 
(MOTA, 2013).The number of international tourists at Mt Nebo which account for 99.6% 
of visitors at the site, decreased from 393,427 in 2010 to 207, 821 in 2011 (MOTA, 2012). 
In addition, the number of visitors to Mt Nebo has slumped to 17.4% during 2012 since 
Jordan witnessed various demonstrations against the government during this year (MOTA, 
2012). The 2014 Statistical Newsletter of the Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities of Jordan 
indicates that the number of tourists to Mt Nebo decreased to less than half in 2014, 
reaching 120, 252 visitors (MOTA, 2014). 
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Table 4.1: The number of visitors to Mt Nebo during2011/12 (MOTA 2012). 
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BETHANY 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.11: Bethany Beyond the Jordan, (Source, http://www.atlastours.net/jordan/bethany.html). 
 
Introduction 
 
Bethany lies about 50 km west of Amman and approximately 10 km north of the Dead Sea. 
This site is an extension of Wadi al Kharrar or Saphsaphas, which is depicted on the 
Madaba Mosaic Map. The weather in Bethany is very hot in summer since it is located in 
the Jordan Valley, at an altitude of 417m below sea level. The Jordan Valley is known as 
the lowest point on Earth. The hot weather in Bethany impacts on visitors’ stays in the site, 
and the number of participants in this study. During summer the temperature range at 
Bethany is between 40-45ᵒ, in winter, on the other hand , it can fall as low as 10ᵒ (Waheeb 
et al, 2013). 
 
Bethany has traditionally been identified as a city in the West Bank. From the point of view 
of Israel, Bethany is Qasr al Yahud, which is located in a military zone few meters   from 
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the Jordanian site on the other side of the River Jordan. Due to safety issues, the Israeli 
government closed the site in 1967-1968, and designed the site of Yardenit in 1981 as an 
alternative baptismal site (Kibbutz Kinneret Group, 2012). Yardenit is located on the 
Jordan River at the junction of the Sea of Galilee. The site contains a baptismal complex 
including dressing rooms, stairway down into the river, a restaurant, and a shop (Kibbutz 
Kinneret Group, 2012). 
 
In 1994 and based on archaeological remains on the eastern side of the River, scripts in the 
Old and New Testament, and accounts of early pilgrims, the Jordanian government stated 
that the baptism site of Jesus Christ is on the eastern side of the River (Waheeb, 2001; 
Mkhijian & Kanellopoulos, 2003). Although, since 1994, the Jordanian government claimed 
the site of Jesus baptism on its land, it was only in 2000, and after conducting several 
surveys and excavations by the Department of Archaeology at Wadi al-Kharar area, that 
the Jordanian government officially announced that Bethany is a Jordanian site (Mustafa, 
2014). 
 
Evidence provided by the Jordanian Department of Archaeology convinced highly ranked 
clergy such as Pope John Paul II, Pope Benedict XVI and Pope Francis that the authentic 
site of Jesus’ Baptism is on the Eastern side of the River. After 2000 several churches of 
different Christian dominations were established at Bethany. These include a Russian 
pilgrimage house, a Roman Catholic church, a Roman Orthodox monastery and a Coptic 
church. In 2009 Pope Benedict XVI blessed the foundation stones of the new Latin and 
Greek Melkite churches (Jordan Press Foundation, 2009). 
 
History 
 
Many explorers have visited Bethany east of the Jordan, which was considered during the 
Byzantine period (in common with Mt Nebo and Livias8) as a significant station for 
Christian pilgrims in the Holy Land (Mkhjian, 2008). For instance, in AD 530 Theodosius, 
the Greek explorer visited Bethany and mentioned that the emperor Anastasias (491-518 
AD)  built a church in this site above high chambers to protect it from the flood of the 
 
 
 
 
8 Livias is modern Tal el Ramma in the Jordan Valley about 35 Km to the west of Amman. 
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Jordan River (Mkhjian, 2008). Anoninus of Piacenza visited the site in AD 570  and noticed 
a monastery of John the Baptist that was full of many monks and hermits (Mkhjian 2008). 
The Bishop of Constantia, ‘’Epiphanius’’, who lived between AD 750 and 800 , visited 
Bethany and stated that there was a church in this area built in the honour of the Holy 
Trinity (Mkhjian 2008). During the pilgrimage of Daniel, the Russian abbot, in the Holy 
Land, he noticed a grotto in the east side of the Jordan River, which he believed to be the 
place that sheltered Saint John the Baptist (Wilson, 1895). John Moschus, a writer from the 
seventh century AD narrated a story of a monk who attempted to peregrinate to Sinia by 
way of Ayla (Aqaba in modern Jordan). However, while this monk was travelling, a violent 
fever attacked him and forced him to take a refuge in a cave near Bethany. While the monk 
was sleeping, John the Baptist was revealed to him and tried to dissuade him from 
continuing his journey (Mkhjian, 2007). 
 
Religious significance 
 
Bethany’s9 religious significance is dates back the sacred event of the Baptism of Jesus by 
John the Baptist. As the Bible states: 
 
Then Jesus came from Galilee to the Jordan to be baptized by John. But John tried to deter 
him, saying, “I need to be baptized by you, and do you come to me?” Jesus replied, “Let 
it be so now; it is proper for us to do this to fulfil all righteousness. (Matthew 3:13) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 The Bible refers to Bethany as Bethabara, (John1:26, 28; 10:40; 3:26). 
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Figure 4.12: The Church and the Pool at Bethany (Source, http://www.alrai.com/article/662182.html). 
 
Bethany was the site for a number of religious events in addition to the Baptism of Jesus. 
The Bible tells us that Elijah ascended into heaven by a chariot of fire from the area of 
Bethany beyond the Jordan: 
 
And fifty men of the sons of the prophets went, and stood to view afar off: and 
they two (Elijah and Elisha) stood by Jordan…….behold there appeared a 
chariot of fire, and horses of fire, and parted them both asunder; and Elijah 
went up by whirlwind into heaven.' (II 𝐾𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠 2:7-11) 
 
The Mosaic Map of the Holy Land depicts two fish in the area of Bethany; one goes toward 
the Dead Sea and the other faces away to the opposite direction. The fish symbol is the 
earliest symbol of Christianity (Spier, 2007) and some apostolic writers believe that the 
fish symbol is an indication of the baptism ceremonies (Mkhjian, 2007). 
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Figure 4.13: Bethany depicted on Madaba Mosaic Map (Source, Biblical Jordan, 2012). 
 
In 2009, Pope Benedict XVI visited Bethany and declared it as a pilgrimage destination for 
all Christians (Waheeb, 2005). This event increased the number of visitors to Bethany, 
more specificcaly Catholic Christians (MOTA, 2012). 
 
The Memorial church of S. John the Baptist 
 
In 1996, a team from the Department of Archaeology of Jordan (DAJ) under the direction 
of the General Director of Antiquities conducted archaeological excavations in Wadi Al 
Kharrar area. The purpose was to protect ancient architecture in this area from destruction, 
both environmental and man-made (Waheeb, 2003). Systematic archaeological 
excavations continued from 1996 until 2002, revealing more than fifteen archaeological 
sites dated to the Roman and Byzantine periods (Haddad et al., 2014). The key discoveries 
can be summarized as follow: 
 
 The Roman remains and Byzantine monastery at al-Kharrar. 
 Several smaller churches (e.g. Elijah’s Church, Tall Mar Ilyas, the Zor, and 
Bethany) chapels monk’s hermitages, caves and cells. 
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 Water system including a ceramic pipeline bringing water from several kilometres 
to Bethany. 
 Large plastered pools and adjacent caravanserai, halfway between Bethany and 
the Jordan River. 
 Pilgrims’ rest station and watch towers east of Bethany on the rout to Mt Nebo 
(Waheeb, 2001; 2005; Haddad et al., 2014). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 4.2: key discoveries in Bethany area (Source, Zoubi, 2000). 
 
Approximately 200 m to the east of the Jordan River the DAJ team uncovered the place 
where it is believed that Jesus Christ was baptised by John the Baptist. In 1998, the DAJ 
team started the first archaeological excavations at the site. The excavations revealed three 
churches, which were built on top of each other. This, of course, complicated the DAJ 
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typological and reconstruction operations at the site (Waheeb, 2001). The uncovered 
architectural remains fit the descriptions of early explorers such as Theodosius (AD 530), 
and Arculfus (AD 670) of the place of Jesus Baptism. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.14: Plan of the site; section through the basilica (the third church), staircase, and the structure with 
four piers (Source, Mkhjian and Kanellopoulos, 2003 ). 
 
 
 
 
According to Theodosius (p. 14-15) “In the place where the Lord was baptised there is a 
single marble pillar, and on the pillar an iron cross has been fastened. There too is the 
church of S. John the Baptist, which the Emperor Anastasias (AD 491-518) built: this is 
very lofty, being built above large chambers, on account of the Jordan when it overflows” 
(The Baptism Site of Jesus, 2014). 
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Arculfus (1895, p. 37-38) describes how “a stone bridge is carried on arches to the bank, 
across which men go to the cross and descend by a slope to the bank, ascending as they 
return. At the edge of the river is a small square church, built, as is said, on the spot where 
the garments of the Lord were taken care of at the time He was baptized. This is raised, so 
as to be uninhabitable, on four stone vaults, standing above the waters, which flow below. 
It is protected above by slaked lime, and below, as has been said, is supported by vaults 
and arches. This church is in the lower ground of the valley through which the river Jordan 
flows” 
 
The First Church 
 
The first church was built on a slightly higher place and has many walls with three rows of 
pillars (2.5m height) to protect it from the Jordan River flood (Mkhjian & Kanellopoulos, 
2003). The foundations are between 1-1.50m deep, and well-cut sandstone ashlars were 
applied on top of these bases to carry the sandstone pillars. A staircase was found in the 
western side of the church (Waheeb, 2001). 
 
The first church used to have a platform supported by pillars; however, because of natural 
disasters the platform collapsed (Waheeb, 2001). The church contains a preserved mosaic 
floor, white marble fragments and the remains of a Greek inscription, which may indicate 
the name of the church (Waheeb 2001; 2005). 
 
The Second Church 
 
The second church is located in the south western corner of the third church, and it dates 
back to the Byzantine period (Mkhjian, 2007). The DAJ team uncovered layers of 
destruction on top of a marble pavement with fallen ashlars, and pillars mixed with lime 
and white plaster (Waheeb, 2001). Builders of the second church used the remains of the 
first church where they made a marble floor of square, triangular and octagonal shapes. 
Unlike the first church, builders of the second church did not use pillars and vaults to carry 
the church. Rather it was built directly on the alluvial natural ground, while the pillars of 
the first church were used to protect the church from the floods of the Jordan River. 
Nonetheless, this church was destroyed because of flood or earthquakes (Waheeb 2001). 
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The Third Church 
 
With dimensions of 20x20 m the third church was built on top of the previous churches, 
reusing the well-cut fallen sandstone ashlars (Mkhjian, 2007). Builders used well-dressed 
sandstone ashlars, marble pavements with various colours and types, and inset a mosaic 
floor of floral and geometric shapes (Waheeb, 2001; Mkhjian, 2007). 
 
The church has three aisles namely, the northern aisle was built directly on top of the first 
church, while the central and the southern aisles were built on top of an older structure, 
which may be another church (Waheeb, 2001). In the middle of the central aisle an altar 
was found, surrounded by marble pavement (Waheeb, 2001). The floor of the church was 
covered with coloured mosaic of floral and rosette designs. Using the same technique used 
in the first church, the builders of the third church raised the level of the foundations to 
keep it above the flood waters. A staircase led down to the water source (Waheeb, 2001). 
 
The Pool 
 
In the Byzantine period, 250m east of the Baptism Church, a pool was built with a staircase 
made of marble on a slightly raised Lissan Marl ground (Mkhjian, 2007). The pool was 
built on what it is believed to be a pond that has been modified to suit the baptism 
ceremonies (Figure 4.14). The pool measures 15m east-west by 24m north-south, with a 2 
m depth (Mkhjian, 2007). The foundations of the pool were built from local field stones, 
while the upper part was built with well-cut sandstone ashlars. In the south western corner 
of the pool a staircase enabled pilgrims to go down to the pond and be baptised (Waheeb, 
2001). 
 
Site Management and Official visits to Bethany 
 
Unlike Mt Nebo and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers, there are published materials about 
the site management practices at Bethany (e.g. Shunnaq et al., 2008; Waheeb at al., 2013; 
Haddad et al., 2014; al-Kheder et al., 2014; Mustafa, 2014). This interest among scholars 
could be due to the fact that Bethany is on the Tentative World Heritage List (Haddad et 
al, 2014). However, none of the previous scholars attempted to understand in depth the 
visitor experience in Bethany, or suggest a management approach/model that might work 
better to manage such an experience. 
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Bethany is managed by the Baptism Site Commission. The Commission’s role is to 
preserve the archeological remains, protect the ecosystem and watershed from agricultural 
and urban activities in adjacent villages, provide the site with necessary amenities to serve 
visitors and distribute different interpretive materials such as signs, brochures, and audio 
presentation (Mustafa, 2014). According to the site manager, development at the site 
started in 1999. It was in that time that the government connected the site with adjacent 
villages by paved roads, electricity, water, and telecommunications. This had a positive 
impact on the local community and the adjacent villages since such services improved their 
life qualities (Mustafa, 2014). 
 
Services for disabled people, visitor center, souvenir shops, two restaurants, a presentation 
room, a clinic, VIP lounge and staff offices all were l in the same year. Recently the 
Commission pumped water from the Jordan River into two newly built pools for the 
Baptism ceremonies. It is noteworthy to mention that full immersion baptism for most 
western visitors is very unusual. In modern churches, except some fundamentalist ones, 
baptism is done just with a sprinkle of water. Evangelical churches, particularly in the US, 
practice full immersion of adults, often in rivers. However, the pools at Bethany have 
wooden platforms with stairs so pilgrims can descend to the pools. Car parks, water taps 
and a wooden shaded place are placed near the main gate of the site. 
 
In 2000 and after the official declaration of Bethany as a Jordanian site, there have been 
thousands of visitors, the majority of them Europeans (MOTA, 2010). In 2009 around 
60,000 JD was generated from entry fees at the site (3 JD for Jordanians, 5 JD for Arabs, 
and 12 JD for international). However, pilgrims visiting the site in January to celebrate 
Epiphany were not charged (Jordan Press Foundation, 2009). 
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Figure 4.15: A view of the baptism ceremony (Source, Waheeb, 2000). 
 
Beside the spiritual and historical significance of Bethany, this site also attracts ecotourists 
who are motivated to see the Jordan River, and the rich nature of Bethany. The site has 
more than 500 different species of flora and fauna, especially tamarisk trees (Mustafa, 
2014). 
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Figure 4.16: A view shows the Jordan River and the tamarisk trees at Bethany (Source, 
http://www.itsgila.com/highlightsriverjordan.htm). 
 
 
 
These cultural and natural attractions have been recognised by the Baptism Site 
Commission. The site director stated that the site Commission has allocated 350 acres of 
the site to private investment to establish hotels and pilgrim stations. Furthermore, 
custodians of the site have signed contracts with private companies to pump water from 
the River, purify it, put it in bottles and sell it for visitors (Jordan Press Foundation, 2010). 
 
Waheeb et al., (2013) stated that threats to Bethany could be due to natural and human 
causes. The natural factor at Bethany is represented in the flood of the Jordan River, 
humidity, and the salty water of the aquifer which affects the site especially during the 
rainy season since the site sits mainly on the lissan marl formation (Waheeb et al, 2013). 
The human factor is represented by negative practices such as deforestation, fire, and 
tourist physical contact with sensitive elements such as mosaics (Waheeb et al., 2013). 
These challenges, however, have been overcome by Bethany’s site managers. 
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The Commission has implemented visitor management tools to minimise the physical 
damage that may occur by visitors. These include the establishment of wooden bridges and 
floors, and rope fencing at sensitive areas such as Elijah’s church, mosaics and caves. 
However, some of the mosaic floors remain uncovered to allow visitors to see them. In 
addition there are signs and trails that regulate visitors’ movement in and out of the site. 
 
In terms of preservation, the Commission has assigned a team of local workers who are 
trained to conserve archeological remains and to construct amenities including trails and 
rest areas (Mustafa, 2014). The site director stated that one of the main elements that helps 
to protect the fragile elements of the site is the community of well trained local workers 
who are aware of the sensitivity of such elements. 
 
Bethany also has been affected by the Arab uprising in 2011. According to the 2012 
MOTA’s Annual Report, the number of international tourists at Bethany decreased from 
149, 930 in 2010 to 88,016 in 2011. In addition, the number of international tourists to 
Bethany decreased by 31.2% during the years 2011 and 2012. Moreover, a slump of 14.1% 
in the number of international and domestic tourists happened in 2012 (MOTA 2012). The 
2014 statistical Newsletter of the Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities of Jordan shows that 
the number of tourists to Bethany declined from 149, 930 visitors in 2010 into 54, 583 in 
2014 (MOTA, 2014). 
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Table 4.2: The decrease in the number of visitors to Bethany during 2011/12 (MOTA 2012). 
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Jan 40.9% 31.3% 41.7% 5,470 516 4,954 9,254 751 8,503 
Feb 34.6% 24.5% 35.4% 5,270 414 4,856 8,060 548 7,512 
March 18.3% 1.6% 19.3% 8,886 635 8,251 10,871 645 10,226 
April 6.2% 29.8% -9.1% 12,368 1,276 11,092 13,179 983 12,196 
May 9.8% 24.7% 8.6% 9,066 743 8,323 8,260 596 7,664 
June 15.9% 60.2% 9.4% 6,080 1,064 5,016 5,248 664 4,584 
Total 14.1% 11.0% 16.2% 47,140 4,648 42,492 54,872 4,187 50,685 
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THE CAVE OF THE SEVEN SLEEPERS 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.17: The Cave of the Seven Sleepers, 
 
(Source, http://www.atlastours.net/jordan/islamic_amman.html). 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The story of the Seven Sleepers began during the ages of persecution of early Christians. 
During this era seven pious youths called Maximianus, Malchus, Martianus, Constaninus, 
Dionysius, John and Serapion took refuge in a cave escaping from an oppressive ruler 
called Decius (Randall, 1968). In the Bible narrative, these young men fell asleep by divine 
intervention for hundreds of years, and as time passed they rose up to find themselves in a 
different era where Christianity has been recognised as the official religion of the Byzantine 
empire. The identity of the Seven Sleepers was uncovered when Malchus sneaked into the 
city to purchase some food. Once he gave the merchant old currency, the merchant realised 
that there was something strange about Malchus and found out that he belonged to a 
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different period (Randall, 1968).The Christian Emperor Theodosius II (421AD) heard 
about the seven sleepers and attempted to visit them, but they died before that happened, 
leading him to build a commemorative basilica in order to perpetuate this miracle (Jonsson, 
2005). 
 
The Quran narrates the story of the Seven Sleepers in chapter 18 as Surat al Kahf'. This 
story in the Islamic literature is similar to the one in Christianity except that Muslims 
believed that the Seven Sleepers slept for 309 years, not 200 years as it is believed in 
Christianity. 
 
Although many countries claim that they are home to the Cave of the Seven Sleepers, 
historical and religious evidence strongly indicates that this site is located in al Raqim 
village, which lies in the suburb of Abu Alanda in the eastern outskirt of Amman (Dajani, 
1963). Although the site is only on a slightly raised area, the area of the cave is called Mt 
Angeles. 
 
The Prophet Muhammad’s companion, Ibn Abbas, states that while he was with Jabala ibn 
al Ayham in their military expedition to the Levant, they passed the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers where they saw the remains of the sleepers (Al Hunaiti, 2005). According to al 
Qurtubi (13th AD), the place of the Seven Sleepers is to the east of Palestine. Yaqut al- 
hamawi (AD1179–1229) narrates in his book Countries Encyclopedia that the path to the 
cave is via Amman (al-hamawi, 61). The Arabian geographer Al Maqdisi (AD947-1000 ) 
stated that the Cave of the Seven Sleepers is a village a short distance from Amman near 
the desert and it has two doors: one is small and one is big (Al Hunaiti, 2005). In the first 
quarter of the 4th century AD, the famous Arabian geographer, Al-Istaqri, visited the cave 
during his journey from the Arabian Lands to India. He described the site as a small village 
located near al Balqa (a governorate near Amman) with sculptured houses and walls made 
from stone. During the Abbassid period (AD 750-1258), the Muslim Caliph al Wathiq 
dispatched “Musa Ibn Shaker” to explore the Cave of the Seven Sleepers After Musa Ibn 
Shaker returned from his mission he mentioned that the cave was locked by a big rock 
placed by Roman soldiers (Al Hunaiti, 2005). The Arabian historian Ibn Kathir (1301-1373 
AD) believed that The Cave of the Seven Sleepers is in al Balqa territory near al Zarqa. 
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Both of these places are located in Jordan (Al Hunaiti, 2005). The Arabian scholar, Ibn Atia, 
(AD 1088-1148) stated that the cave is in the Levant and there is a mosque on top of it. 
The Islamic historian al Waqidi (AD 748 - 822) stated that while he was with the Islamic 
campaign, which was dispatched from Mecca and al Madina to support the Muslim army 
in al Yarmouk, they passed the cave. He also mentioned a spring near the cave. This is 
evidenced by the water channels, a few meters in front of the cave, which are believed to 
pump water from a spring near the site. The soldiers gathered together by the water of a 
fountain near the cave and in the next morning they went to al Jenan village near Amman 
where they fought with the patriarch of Amman. 
 
The Quranic description fits the Jordanian site better than other sites. The Quran gives a 
detailed description of the orientation of the cave as follows: 
 
And you see sunshine in their right hand side when the sun is raised and you 
see it on their left hand side at sunset.  (Suret al Kahf: 18). 
 
The Cave 
 
The Cave has two entrances, a vent located on top of it and a main gate that is to the east. 
There are different geometrical shapes inside the cave such as stars, arches and niches. The 
architectural features of the cave consist of a narrow entrance joined to a central hall with 
three roofed niches. Inside the cave are eight stone sarcophagi embellished with 
geometrical shapes, inscriptions, and small columns on the surfaces. Furthermore, the cave 
was separated from the entrance by a stone door with dimensions of approximately 1.5 x 
50 cm. One of the eight tombs contains many human bones, which seem to have been 
moved from the adjacent tombs and mixed together. 
 
Official Visits to the Cave and Site Management 
 
In order to protect the site from potential damage, the cave is closed all days and  only 
opened by the site manager or the guard at the site when visitors arrive. Only small groups 
of visitors (5-7) are allowed to enter the cave at one time. 
133  
The site has a library which is not open for public access, a guard office near the main gate, 
and bathrooms which are inside the mosque. Moreover, there is a small show case inside 
the cave presenting some artefacts found at the site. 
 
Flowers and pine trees were also planted at the site, in the area between the main gate and 
the mosque. Since Mt Angeles has many sarcophagi dating back to the Roman and 
Byzantine periods (Randall, 1968), this mountain has been surrounded by a metal fence in 
order to protect it from shepherds and gold diggers. 
 
There are no official statistics which quantify or analyse visitors to the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers. Nonetheless, according to the site manager, before the Arab Spring 
approximately 300 visitors visit this site daily. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.18: Tombs at the Cave (Source, biblical Jordan, 2012). 
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Figure 4.19: Pottery artefacts found in the cave 
 
(Source, http://www.atlastours.net/jordan/islamic_amman.html). 
 
 
 
Figure 4.20: The mosque at the Cave of the Seven Sleepers 
(Source, http://www.atlastours.net/jordan/islamic_amman.html) 
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Summary 
 
In this chapter, the religious and historical significance of the three case study sites was 
scrutinized. These include the religious events associated with these sites, their 
architectures and artefacts. 
 
Mt Nebo has been a target for early faith-based travellers since it is the site where it is 
believed that Moses witnessed the Promised Land for the first time, died and was buried. 
The site has a memorial church namely, Moses Memorial Church, which was erected 
during the fourth century to commemorate Moses’s death and ascension into heaven. 
Archaeological excavations at Moses Memorial Church revealed architectural remains and 
artefacts that indicate the religious importance of the site for Christians. These include the 
Cellatrichora, chapels such as the Theotokos or the Mother of God, crosses, Greek 
inscriptions giving the names of pastors and apostles, candles and other mosaic works with 
various human, zoomorphic and geometrical shapes. 
 
Currently, the site is under the management of the Franciscans, and at the time of the field 
work (2010) for the current study it is estimated to attract between 900-1100 visitors daily. 
However, this number has been affected by the Arab Uprising which damaged the tourism 
industry in the Middle East in general. 
 
In addition, Bethany was targeted by early Christians due to its importance as the site of 
Jesus’ Baptism. The DAJ archaeological excavations at Bethany uncovered a complex of 
church constructions built on top of each other (Waheeb, 2001, 2005). The site is depicted 
on Madaba Mosaic Map with two fish, which are believed to be a symbol of Christianity. 
The first and the third churches at the site were built on a chamber to protect them from 
floods caused by the Jordan River. Moreover, a pool was built at the site for the baptism 
ceremonies. Like Mt Nebo, artefacts at Bethany were mainly religious in nature and 
indicate the site as an important site for Christians. Recently, the site is managed by a board 
of trustees appointed by H.M King Abdullah II, and at the time of the field work, it is 
estimated to attract around 900 visitors per day. This number was also affected by the Arab 
Uprising. 
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The identification of the Cave of the Seven Sleepers has been a matter of discussion 
amongst scholars. However, historical evidence supports the notion that this cave is located 
in Abu Alanada suburb, which is in the eastern outskirts of Amman. The religious 
significance of the site is derived from the Islamic/Biblical story of seven pious Christians 
who slept for hundreds of years under God’s supervision. The cave has eight tombs and 
one of which contains human bones believed to be those of the Seven Sleepers. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: MT NEBO 
 
Introduction 
 
The data collected from the survey at the three case study sites namely, Mt Nebo, Bethany 
and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers, is presented in the next three chapters. Data on the 
experience of visitors at religious heritage sites is critically analysed and compared with 
previous literature. 
 
A number of scholars (e.g. Smith, 1992; Beeho & Prentice, 1997; Harahshah, 2009; Bond, 
2013) who have previously attempted to understand the experience of visitors at religious 
heritage sites have employed visitor typology methods to analyse their samples. 
Overwhelmingly, motivation emerged as the main variable influencing the behaviour of 
visitors. Accordingly, based on their motivation, the respondents in these studies were 
classified into different groups. Smith (1992) classified visitors at sacred sites into two 
categories of pilgrims and tourists. She scrutinized the different experiences of these two 
motivational groups and concluded that pilgrims and tourists both have different 
expectations and motivations. However, they also share some interests such as the need for 
authenticity and spiritual experiences during their visit. Similarly, in his doctoral thesis, 
Bond (2013) investigated pilgrimage as a form of tourism at English Cathedrals. The 
Christian participants of the study were asked to self-select themselves into one of three 
groups: pilgrims, religious tourists and heritage tourists. This classification paved the way 
for him to understand both how and why visitors (influenced by their motivations) behave 
in a particular way towards the site, as well as to understand the differences and similarities 
between the experiences of these different groups. 
 
The respondents in the current research were asked to determine their main reason for 
visiting the site (Question 13). Based on the responses, visitors were classified into three 
motivational groups of pilgrims, religious tourists, and secular tourists (defined below). 
The results also reveal that all of the visitors may be described as ‘heritage visitors’ since 
they were all interested in heritage values. Heritage has been defined by the UNESCO as “the 
legacy of physical artifacts and intangible attributes of a group or society that are inherited 
from past generations, maintained in the present and bestowed for the benefit of 
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future generations” (UNESCO, 2014). This includes both tangible elements such as 
buildings and monuments and intangible elements such as peoples’ religious heritage 
(UNESCO 2014). In the present study, and based on responses to Question 13 in the survey, 
visitors have been classified into three groups according to their motivations: 
 
Group one: a pilgrim refers to someone who visits a site on the basis of religious 
motivations and who expects to gain personal outcomes such as spiritual betterment or 
physical healing (this includes respondents who answer the first option of Question 13 and 
sub-options 1-3). On the other hand, some secular visitors at religious heritage sites may 
also see themselves as pilgrims. Secular pilgrims are those who are motivated to fulfil their 
psychological needs, such as the wish to interact with others and/or for other transformative 
experiences such as learning about the site and its history, attending a music concert etc… 
(MacCannell, 1976; Liebersohn, 1996; MacCannell, 1999; Collins-Kreiner, 2006; Kaelber, 
2006; Pavicic, 2007; Margry, 2008). In this study, some visitors have identified themselves 
as pilgrims although they do not belong to the monotheistic religions or are even without 
any religious affiliation. A classic example of a pilgrim is Egeria the Byzantine who was a 
nun travelled in the Holy Land as a pilgrim about 381–384 (Museum With No Frontiers, 
2000). Her writings (e.g. Peregrinatio Aetheriae or the Travels of Egeria) and the way of 
describing her journey show a devoted lady who was connected to the sacredness of the 
Holy Land. 
 
Group two: a religious tourist is someone who visits the site because it is related to their 
religion and or because they intend to educate themselves or their family members about 
their religious backgrounds (Timothy & Olsen, 2006) (this includes respondents who chose 
the first option in Question 13, suboption 4). However, only three religious tourists were 
reported at both Mt Nebo and Bethany. With such a low sample, generalizations about 
religious tourists is almost impossible at these sites. The low percentage of those who 
considered themselves religious tourists at these two sites could be attributed to the fact 
that most religiously motivated visitors at these sites considered themselves to be pilgrims, 
perhaps because Mt Nebo and Bethany are both sites of Christian pilgrimage. An example 
of a religious tourist is Pausanias, a Greek geographer of the 2nd century AD. He is famous 
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for his Description of Greece, an extensive work describing ancient cultural and sacred 
Greece from personal observations (Habich, 1998). 
 
Group three: a secular tourist is one who visits for reasons other than religious motivation. 
(Question 13 sub-options 2-5). An example of a secular tourist is Eric Newby, (1919-2006), 
an English traveller who visited different sites around the world and described their main 
features and local cultures. He has different publications such as A Short Walk in the Hindu 
Kush (1968), Round Ireland in Low Gear (1989), and The Last Grain Race (1999). 
 
In this study, respondents’ answers were also investigated according to their demographic 
characteristics (Questions 1-8 in the survey). Previous studies on visitors’ experiences at 
tourist destinations show that visitors’ demographic characteristics can influence their 
behaviour, motivation and expectations. Thus, these characteristics need to be considered 
in data analysis and discussion (Atalone et al., 1989; Reisinger & Turner, 2003; Swarbrook 
& Horner, 2007; Qian & Min, 2008; Raoprasert & Islam, 2010). For instance, young 
tourists are more likely to consider themselves explorers, motivated by discovering new 
cultures and customs (Bowen & Clarke, 2009). Furthermore, the findings of the present study  
show that, in some cases, respondents’ answers were influenced by their demographics 
(e.g. satisfaction with the site’s infrastructure and the form of traveling). 
 
This chapter is divided into three parts. The first part presents the findings from Mt Nebo, 
the second those from Bethany and the third part presents the findings from the Cave of 
the Seven Sleepers. In addition, tables that present the analytical results of the three case 
study sites are in appendices: Mt Nebo in appendix 4, Bethany appendix 5 and the Cave of 
the Seven Sleepers in appendix 6. 
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Mt Nebo 
 
According to the biblical narrative, Mt Nebo is the place where Moses witnessed the 
Promised Land for the first time, shortly before he passed away and was buried on the 
summit of this mountain. Recently, the site has been managed by the Franciscans, a 
Catholic group based in Jerusalem. The Franciscans excavated, reconstructed and 
promoted the site. It attracts thousands of faith-based and secular visitors every year. 
 
The field work in Mt Nebo was carried out in 2010, and ended with 502 questionnaires 
which were suitable for academic research and analysis. The following presents the main 
findings of research at Mt Nebo, comparing them to previous research in the field of 
religious travel. 
 
Motivation 
 
This section investigates visitors’ main motivation to visit Mt Nebo. This includes an 
analysis of visitors’ responses to questions 12, 13, 20, 22, and 23 in the questionnaire (c.f. 
appendix 1). 
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Table 5.1: Main reason for visiting the site. 
 
 
MOTIVATIONAL GROUP Frequency Percent % 
Pilgrims   
Religious purposes   
 Pilgrimage 34 6.8 
 Spiritual Healing 85 17.1 
 Physical Healing 24 4.8 
Subtotal 143 28.7 
Secular tourists   
Historical Purposes 25 5.0 
Knowledge 127 25.5 
Enjoyment 122 24.4 
Because it is on the itinerary 82 16.4 
Subtotal 356 71.3 
Total 499 100 
 
 
Pilgrims 
 
Table 5.1 above shows the pilgrims accounted for 28.7% of the overall number of visitors 
at the site. Spiritual purposes at 59.0 % were the main reason for pilgrims to visit the site 
(Fig. 5.1). The nature of the site as a pilgrimage destination with a high religious value 
could be considered as the main motivation for most of those pilgrims who expected to 
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have a spiritual healing experience at the site. Nonetheless, it is not surprising to find that 
pilgrims were most likely to expect spiritual outcomes from their visit, especially since 
(based on responses to question 22 in the survey), most of them had moderate to very 
pronounced strength of religious belief (5-10), and approximately two thirds of the pilgrims 
had also participated in religious activities before they visited the site (App3. 4: tables 1 and 
2). However, a touch less than a quarter of pilgrims (24.0%) visited Mt Nebo for pilgrimage 
purposes in general, followed by those who came for physical healing purposes at 17.0 %. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.1 Mt Nebo:  motivations of Pilgrims. 
 
Interestingly, 7% of pilgrims rated themselves with zero strength of religious belief (App. 
4: table 1). This result could be interpreted in two ways. Firstly, it supports the argument 
that some visitors who are motivated by secular elements to visit a religious heritage site 
may consider themselves to be pilgrims (See Chapter two: Conceptualizing secularism). 
Secondly, some pilgrims believe that they lack faith and seek to rekindle it through their 
visit and so they rated themselves as lacking religious belief. This issue will be explored in 
more detail in the discussion chapter. 
                                                          
3 App: Appendix 
Pilgrimage 
Spiritual Healing 
Physical Healing 
Motivations of Pilgrims 
17% 24% 
59% 
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The percentage of pilgrims at Mt Nebo is very similar to Bond’s (2013) figure (29.0%) of 
pilgrims at the English Cathedrals. This low percentage of pilgrims at these two religious 
heritage sites which are mainly promoted for Christians is attributed to the fact that most 
of the visitors were Europeans and Europeans are more likely to be interested in the secular 
aspects of a destination (e.g. enjoyment, history, architecture etc). This is so even when the 
destination is related to their religious traditions (Smith, 1992; Harahshah, 2009; the Gallop 
Organisation, 2009; Bond, 2013). Conversely, considering Bond’s (2013) percentage of 
pilgrims as a null hypothesis, table 5.2 (below) shows that there is a statistically significant 
difference between the percentages of pilgrims amongst visitors from different 
nationalities. For instance, considerably over two thirds of Asians were pilgrims at 68.8% 
(54.62X2>11.07). At 0.1 (90%) level of confidence, the Chi square analysis shows that 
there were statistically significant differences between Non-Jordanian Arab pilgrims and 
Bond’s figure (9.39>9.24) . 
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Table 5.2. The percentage of pilgrims at Mt Nebo according to nationality (compared to Bond’s (2013) 
results). 
 
Nationalities Observed 
% 
Expected 
 
% 
Observed- 
Expected% 
X2 
Jordanians 21.4 29 -7.6 1.99 
Europeans 25.4 29 -3.6 0.44 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
45.5 29 16.5 9.39 
Asians 68.8 29 39.8 54.62 
Americans 17.9 29 -11.1 4.28 
Others 11.9 29 -17.1 10.08 
Significance at the 00.5 level. 
 
Visitors who identified themselves as pilgrims were not limited to Christian participants. 
Hindus at 45.7 % and Buddhists at 72.7% identified themselves as pilgrims (App. 4: Table 
4). Moreover, 2.0 % of those who claimed to have no religion identified themselves as 
pilgrims as well. Although the number of Hindus, Buddhists and respondents with No 
Religion is low, the results support the arguments that pilgrims could be religious and/or 
secular (see chapter 2: Conceptualizing Secularism). Rinschede (1992) proposes that in 
many religious sites Christian pilgrims are more likely to travel with a group of believers 
who share an analogous age category (usually over 40 years old) and a similar way of 
thinking. Rinschede’s assertion is supported by the results of the current study. In the 
present study, pilgrims preferred to visit the site with an organized tour company, were in 
the majority Christians, and aged over 40 years old (App. 4: Table 4). 
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Secular tourists 
 
Secular tourists embody 71.3% of the visitors at the site (table 5.1). Considerably over one 
third of secular tourists (36.0 %) visited the site for knowledge purposes. This number is 
followed at 34.0% by those who visited the site for enjoyment (Fig. 5.2). Interestingly, 
although most of the secular tourists had low to moderate strength of religious belief (App. 
4: Table 1), slightly over a quarter of them had gone to church/temple/mosque once a week, 
and almost half of them had participated in religious activities before, at 25.2% and 48.0% 
respectively (App. 4: Tables 2, and 3). This result supports arguments that many people are 
culturally religious and they might participate in activities related to their religion 
(Zuckerman, 2010). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.2: Mt Nebo: motivations of Secular Tourists. 
 
Secular tourists were more likely to travel with their family members, by comparison with 
pilgrims at 29.5% and 10.5% accordingly (App. 4: Table 4). This is not in line with 
Gothonis’ (2010) argument that the number of pilgrims who are accompanied by their 
family members at religious heritage sites exceeds the number of secular ones. 
Historical Purposes 
Knowledge 
Enjoyment 
Because it is on the itinerary 
Motivations of Secular Tourists 
 
 
 
7% 
23% 
 
36% 
 
 
34% 
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Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the visitors shows that, depending on their nationalities, 
visitors have different reasons for visiting the site (App. 4: Table 5). Over a third of 
Jordanians (35.9 %) stated that they visited the site for enjoyment purposes, followed by 
those who came for knowledge purposes at 13.7 %. It is noteworthy to mention that the 
interviews conducted in the study show that Jordanian visitors were keen to learn about the 
site since it is related to their culture. This issue is crucial since it reveals Jordanians’ sense 
of ownership and explains why Jordanian visitors tended to have a different experience 
from the other visitors at the site. More details in this regard will be given in the discussion 
chapter. 
 
While the majority of the Asians came for religious purposes at 67.7 %, most of the 
American and Other respondents visited the site for knowledge purposes with the 
percentage of 39.3 %, and 47.6% respectively. It is not surprising to find, since most 
Americans and Other visitors were secular visitors, that they were motivated by knowledge 
purposes to visit the site (App. 4: Table 5). In other words, secular tourists are more likely 
to be interested in learning about the history and culture of the site (Tomasi, 2002; Rojo, 
2007). 
 
European visitors accounted for the highest percentage of visitors with zero strength of 
religious belief at 21.7 % (App. 4: Table 6). This result supports the argument that 
Europeans tend to be less religious because of the expansion of secularism (Herbert, 2003; 
Kaufmann et al., 2012). Compared to those with primary and secondary studies 
respectively, visitors with masters or doctoral degrees were more likely to consider 
themselves as secular tourists (App. 4: Table 4). This supports Rojo’s (2007) claim that 
religious aspects may motivate people with primary or secondary studies more than people 
with undergraduate or postgraduate studies. The reason is rooted in the belief that well- 
educated people are usually motivated more by cultural and/or historical reasons for 
visiting a destination (Rojo, 2007). Moreover, 9.3% of Christian visitors rated themselves 
with zero strengths of religious belief (App. 4: Table 6). This result supports Zuckerman‘s 
(2010)  claim  that  some  people  are culturally religious meaning  that  they might 
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associate themselves with a particular religion just as a sense of belonging and not because 
they are religious (see chapter 2: Conceptualising Secularism). 
 
Gender distribution amongst visitors, irrespective of motivation, was somewhat even. For 
instance, 55.2 % of pilgrims were male compared to 44.8 % of females (App. 4: Table 4). 
This result is important since it contradicts Rinschede’s (1992) argument that the 
distribution of gender among visitors to a sacred site is affected by their religious 
affiliations. He postulated that females are usually the predominant gender in the Catholic 
pilgrimage sites since there is a strong relationship between this religious faction and the 
Virgin Mary. In addition, 15.0% of females at Mt Nebo rated themselves at zero strength 
of religious belief in comparison with 12.7% of males (App. 4: Table 6). This result 
contradicts the argument of Bylsma et al., (2008) that women are usually more religious 
than men are and that they undergo a strong emotional feeling when they are exposed to a 
spiritual experience. It should be noted though that the responses showed that women were 
more emotionally affected than men by their visit. For instance, in some cases they cried 
while making their religious retreat. This is supported by an interview with Sarah, a 
Christian pilgrim in Bethany (see the discussion chapter: Motivations and Visitors’ 
Experiences). Previous empirical research concerned with visitors’ experiences at religious 
heritage sites did not investigate in-depth the differences between women and men while 
they are at such sites (Rinchende 1992; Beeho & Prentice 1997; Bond 2013) and so this 
issue still needs more research. 
 
In general, regardless of which motivational group they belonged to, visitors at Mt Nebo 
were more likely to be Christians, Europeans, married, aged over 50 years old, travelling 
with an organized tour company, have completed their bachelor degree, and earn less than 
$US35, 000 as an annual income. The results of the present study support previous research 
findings that most visitors to Jordan are pensioners who came from European countries 
(Nawaysa, 2001; Harahshah, 2009; MOTA, 2013). 
 
Expectations 
 
In this study, visitors’ expectations were investigated before and after their visit. Visitors 
were asked if they expected a special experience as well as the kind of experience that 
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they had at the site (Questions 10 and 11 in the survey). Visitors' responses paved the way 
for the researcher to compare the expectations of the motivational groups and to understand 
the nature of the experience that most visitors had or planned to have at the case study sites. 
 
The large majority of visitors at Mt Nebo, irrespective of motivation, had expected or 
planned a particular experience at the site before the visit (App. 4: Table 9). This result 
supports Blackwell’s (2007) claim that visitors at religious heritage sites usually have 
strong expectations. It also supports Voye’s (2002) assertion that religious heritage sites 
attract those secular tourists who have expectations similar to those of faith-based visitors, 
such as authenticity and spirituality. However, it is not surprising to note that the large 
majority of visitors at Mt Nebo had expected to have a special experience. This is due to 
the fact that the site has historical, aesthetic and natural values that attract visitors with 
varied motivations, especially since most visitors had a moderate amount of information 
about the site before the visit (App. 4: Tables 36 and 45). 
 
Pilgrims vs Secular tourists 
 
The Chi square analysis shows that there is a statistically significant difference between 
the expectations of the two motivational groups of having a special experience at the site. 
Based on responses to Question 11 in the survey, compared with 37.0% of pilgrims, a 
predominant portion of secular tourists (65.0%) stated that the sense of spirituality was a 
special aspect of the site (Fig. 5.3). Pilgrims also tend to be influenced by related tangible 
and intangible elements of their religion. For instance, 44.0% of pilgrims regarded the view 
from the site as something special. This could be interpreted in two ways, both of which 
are supported by the interviews. Firstly, pilgrims are motivated by religion and the spiritual 
experience starts from the beginning of the journey for them (Tomasi, 2002; Blackwell, 
2007). Thus, the sense of spirituality was a phenomenon that pilgrims had already felt before 
visiting the site. Secondly, pilgrims have a preconceived idea about the religious meanings 
of the site and so they are interested in the spiritual significance of the tangible elements 
such as the churches and the view from Mt Nebo. The interviews showed that pilgrims, 
and also some non-pilgrim tourists, were influenced by the view from Mt  Nebo 
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since it is said to be the place where Moses first viewed the Promised Land. This issue will 
be discussed in more detail in the discussion chapter. 
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Figure 5.3: Mt Nebo: The best feature at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
At 83.3%, the large majority of Non Jordanian Arabs expected a special experience at the 
site (App. 4: Table 11). However, Europeans, Americans and Others (e.g., visitors from 
Australia, and South Africa) were among the lowest percentage of visitors who planned or 
expected to have a special experience at the site. This may be due to the reason that people 
from developed countries have low expectations from sites in undeveloped countries. For 
instance, they do not expect tourism services similar to the services provided in their home 
countries (Hudman & Jackson, 2003). In addition, compared to 87.5% of visitors with 
primary school studies, visitors holding master’s or doctoral degrees, with the percentage 
of 43.2%, represented the lowest percentage of visitors who expected or planned for a 
special experience at the site (App. 4: Table 11). The data supports Rojo’s (2007) claim 
that  well-educated  visitors  are  usually  more  demanding  than  those  with  primary  or 
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secondary studies. For instance, they are more likely to ask for more details about the 
meanings of the site. (Rojo, 2007). 
 
The view and the sense of spirituality at the site were the predominant features favoured 
by visitors, with the obvious exception of Asians, 31.3% of whom stated that the museum 
was something special at the site (App. 4: Table 12). Interestingly, a sense of spirituality 
was not limited to the visitors who belonged to the monotheistic religions but was also 
experienced by visitors from other religious backgrounds, including those who considered 
themselves not to belong to any religion. For instance, 28.3% of Hindus and 36.0 % of 
visitors with no religious affiliation stated that they had experienced a sense of spirituality 
at the site (App. 4: Tables 11, and 12). The result supports Smith (1992), Badone and 
Roseman (2004), and Norman’s (2011) claim that a sense of spirituality is not limited to 
religious visitors but may correspondingly affect believers and non-believers alike, as well 
as those who do not have religious connections to a sacred site. Spirituality is not the same 
as religion. People of no religious belief can still have a spiritual experience, especially in 
places sacred to others (Blackwell, 2007). This issue will be explored in more detail in the 
discussion chapter (Chapter 8). 
 
Activities 
 
In the present study, respondents’ orientations and satisfaction at/with the site were 
scrutinized through a set of questions. The questions dealt with any desire to stay longer at 
the site, and what visitors would like to do if they stayed longer. Interactions with local 
people and the purchasing of mementos were correspondingly investigated in this study. 
These include answers to questions 9, 14, 33, 34, and 35 in the survey. 
 
Pilgrims 
 
Pilgrims tended to change their minds positively about the site after the visit and would 
recommend the site to a friend (App. 4: Tables 13, and 14). Most pilgrims would have liked 
to stay longer at the site (App. 4: Table 15). Over half (53.0%) of the pilgrims who would 
like to stay longer would similarly like to volunteer in the local community (Fig. 5.4). 
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Figure 5.4: Activities that pilgrims would like to do if they stayed longer at Mt Nebo. 
 
Surprisingly, while 35.6% of pilgrims would like to learn about local culture, only 6.0% of 
them said that they would like to make a religious retreat if they stayed longer. This result 
is in contrast with Shinde (2007) and Tomasi’s (2002) studies which revealed that pilgrims 
are more likely to stay longer at a sacred site for religious purposes (e.g. religious practices 
and rituals). In the case of Mt Nebo, it shows that pilgrims are willing to interact with the 
local community if they have the chance. This supports the argument that pilgrims should 
not be separated from other non-pilgrim visitors and locals (Bond, 2013). More details 
about this issue are provided in the discussion chapter. On the other hand, it should also be 
noted that over two thirds of pilgrims (72.0%) did not have any conversation with locals at 
the site, by comparison with 66.6% of religious tourists and 65.1% of secular tourists 
(Table: 5.3). Overall, this lack of conversation between visitors and locals could be 
attributed to the fact that most of the international tourists visit Jordan in a package that 
usually includes Israel, Palestine, Jordan, Egypt and/or Syria. Thus, the visitors are usually 
provided with a short visit to the Jordanian sites (except Petra and Aqaba for which the 
international tourists are usually provided with 1-3 days) (MOTA, 2013; Nawaysa, 2001). 
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5.3: Length of conversation with a local person at the site amongst the three motivational groups. 
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Secular tourists 
 
It is noteworthy to mention that most of the secular tourists preferred not to stay longer at 
the site (App. 4: Table 15). Moreover, the large majority of secular tourists did not change 
their minds about the site after the visit (App. 4: Table 13). This could be attributed to the 
fact that the clergy managers have paid more attention to the religious aspects of sacred 
sites than to the secular aspects (e.g. restaurants, shops, etc…) which has resulted in a 
shorter stay for many secular tourists at the site (Olsen, 2006; Poria & Airey., 2003). This 
is supported by the researcher’s interviews with the Franciscans at Mt Nebo. However, the 
majority of secular tourists who would like to stay longer at the site stated that they would 
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like to volunteer in the local community (Fig. 5.5). Interestingly, although many secular 
tourists (61.8%) stated that they would not like to spend longer time at the site, they were 
more likely than pilgrims to recommend it to a friend (App. 4: Table 14). In other words, 
compared to 83.2% of pilgrims, 92.1% of the secular tourists stated that they would 
recommend the site to a friend. Considering that secular tourists represent the predominant 
portion of the site visitors, the result indicates that the historical and religious values at Mt 
Nebo appeal to secular tourists more than to the other visitors. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.5: Activities that secular tourists would like to do if they stayed longer at Mt Nebo. 
 
Visitor demographics. 
 
Europeans, Americans, and others are reported for the lowest percentages of visitors who 
would like to stay longer at the site (App. 4: Table 17). This result is in line with the 
previous result shown in table 11 (App 4) of this study. Americans, Europeans and others 
had lower expectations about the site than visitors from other nationalities. However, 
volunteering in the local community was a common aspect amongst visitors in all 
demographic groups. This was followed in popularity by learning about the local cultures 
(App. 4: Table 18). It is essential, however, to find that Jordanians and Non-Jordanian 
Arabs reported for the highest percentages of those who changed their minds negatively 
about the site after the visit at 16.2 % and 13.6 % accordingly (App. 4: Table 19). This 
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might be because international tourists represent the main source of income to the 
Jordanian destinations, and so most of the Jordanian managers target international tourists 
in their site interpretation and management (Nawaysa, 2001). 
 
Young (18-30) and single visitors, with percentages of 16.3% and 11.3% respectively, are 
reported for the highest percentages of visitors who changed their minds negatively about 
the site after the visit. This may be attributed to the lack of attractions such as coffee shops 
and restaurants which appeal to young visitors. Furthermore, 8.6% of visitors with Master’s 
or Doctoral degrees changed their minds negatively about the site after the visit. It has been 
argued that well-educated visitors may require more interpretation of a religious heritage 
site than those with lower qualifications (Olsen, 2006). For instance, in a study concerned 
with tourism development in al Kerak governorate in Jordan, al Nawaysa (2001) found that 
European tourists who attended the site represented the highest portion of tourists with 
postgraduate studies, followed by Americans, at 14.3% and 12.53% respectively. He stated 
that these groups of visitors required quality interpretation of the site’s heritage values and 
that this was influenced by their high level of education. 
 
Purchased Mementos 
 
Over three quarters (76.8%) of visitors did not purchase any local products or handicrafts 
at the site (App. 4: Table 16). However, compared with secular tourists, pilgrims were more 
likely to purchase mementos at the site at 29.0% and 21.0 % respectively (Fig. 5.6). In 
addition, most pilgrims who purchased a local product or handicraft at Mt Nebo stated that 
the product was unique (App. 4: Table 21). This result supports Fleischer’s (2000) 
argument that the economic outcomes generated from pilgrims at a sacred site are greater 
than those generated from other types of tourists. He contends that pilgrims are usually 
keen on taking tangible items to commemorate their pilgrimage; thus pilgrims are 
described as avid buyers of religious items such as souvenirs or other products. 
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Figure 5.6: Percentages of pilgrims and secular tourists who purchased local products at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Satisfaction with Infrastructure 
 
In the present study, respondents’ opinions about the infrastructure and the adequacy of 
facilities were investigated (questions 24, 30, 31, 32 in the survey). The respondents were 
free to choose more than one feature for improving or adding to the site. 
 
Pilgrims 
 
According to table 24 (App 4), with a percentage of 41.9% compared to 24.5% of pilgrims 
who nominated the church as a good feature, the museum was the best feature for pilgrims 
at the site. This could be attributed to the fact that the church was under maintenance most 
of the time during data collection in this study. Hence, there was restricted access to the 
different parts such as the mosaic floor and other halls inside the church. This is supported 
by the results of table 25 (App 4). As it is shown in the table, 17.0% of the pilgrims stated 
that the church needed to be improved. Over third (35.0%) of the pilgrims believed that the 
garden at the site needs to be improved (Fig. 5.7). This result supports the argument that 
the aesthetic values at a religious heritage site appeal to both faith-based and secular visitors 
(Smith, 1992). However, most pilgrims had no opinion about the clarity of the 
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information signs at the site. This is attributed to the fact that most pilgrims were 
accompanied by a tour guide or a priest who interpret the elements of the site for them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.7: Pilgrims’ opinions about which feature could be improved or added at/to Mt Nebo. 
 
 
 
 
Secular tourists 
 
It is not surprising to find that the predominant portion of secular tourists chose the museum 
as the best feature at the site (App. 4: Tables 24). In addition, they tend to choose the 
museum as a feature that needs to be improved at 28.0% (Fig. 5.8). This is particularly due 
to the fact that secular tourists are usually interested in the values and the cultural artefacts 
of a heritage site (Shackley, 2001, al Hamarneh & Streiner, 2004). Furthermore, 22.0 % of 
secular tourists chose the improvements of the church (App. 4: Table 25). This supports 
Kamil’s (2000) claim that secular tourists are interested in the religious heritage values of 
a site even in cases when such a site has no religious meaning for them. 
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Figure 5.8: Secular tourists’ opinions about which feature could be improved or added at/to Mt Nebo. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the site visitors (App. 4: Table 27) shows that the majority of 
Jordanian visitors considered the garden as a feature to be improved or added to the site. 
The result is not unexpected, particularly since most of the Jordanian visitors visit the site 
for enjoyment purposes. Interestingly, although compared to the church and the museum 
at the site, visitors were less satisfied with the bathrooms and parking, they still 
recommended the improvement of the church and the museum. This result supports the 
arguments that consider the religious authenticity at religious heritage sites to be more 
important than other secular aspects for faith-based and secular visitors alike (Kasim, 
2011). This issue will be investigated in more detail in the discussion chapter. 
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Satisfaction with information signs and facilities for disabled people 
 
Table 5.29 (App 4) indicates that visitors between 61-70 years old are reported for the 
highest percentage of visitors who found the information signs at the site not easy to read 
at 14.6%. This could be due to the fact that visitors in this age group require signs with a 
clear font and may indicate that the information signs at the site need to be clearer. In 
addition, most of the site visitors had no opinion about the suitability of the facilities such 
as ramps and Braille signs for disabled people. The Jordanian visitors were the exception. 
Slightly over a quarter (25.6%) of Jordanians stated that the facilities provided for disabled 
people are not enough (App. 4: Table 31). This result could be attributed to the fact that 
most visitors visit the site with an organised tour company (App. 4: Table 4) and such tours 
usually provide a short visit to the site. The short visit made it impossible for most of the 
visitors to pay attention to all of the facilities. On the other hand, most of the Jordanian 
visitors visited the site independently and without any time restrictions. In addition, the 
elderly and disabled are less likely to travel overseas while local Jordanians are more likely 
to take their older relatives to such a place for a day’s outing so the proportion of elderly 
and disabled is likely to be higher among the Jordanian visitors. 
 
Perceptions of the Site 
 
In order to understand the way visitors consider the site and the influence of its image on 
their experiences, visitors’ perceptions of the site were investigated in the present study 
(question 21 in the survey). 
 
Pilgrims 
 
The chi square analysis shows a statistically significant difference between the two 
motivational groups regarding their perceptions about the site. The majority of pilgrims 
considered the site as a Christian site, followed by those who considered it as a heritage 
site at 45.0 % and 28.0% respectively (Fig. 5.9). This is not surprising since pilgrims are 
motivated by religious purposes to visit Mt Nebo. 
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Figure 5.9: Site consideration amongst pilgrims. 
 
Secular tourists 
 
Considerably over third (39.0%) of secular tourists considered the site as a heritage site, 
followed by those who considered the site as a Christian site at 25.0% (Fig. 5.10). It is not 
surprising to find that viewing Mt Nebo as a heritage site was a common aspect amongst 
secular tourists. This is because most of the secular tourists were motivated by historical 
and knowledge purposes to visit the site (see table 5.1). This is similarly supported by table 
33 (App 4), which shows that most of the secular tourists support the idea that Mt Nebo 
should be listed as a World Heritage Site. 
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Figure 5.10: Site consideration amongst secular tourists. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The visitors’ demographic profile shows that, comparing to 29.5% of Europeans and 23.8% 
of Others, half of Asians and 54.6% of Non- Jordanian Arabs considered the site as a 
Christian site (Fig. 5.11). This result is not surprising, more specifically since 68.0% and 
46.1% of Asian and Non-Jordanian Arabs respectively reported for the highest percentages 
of visitors who visit the site for pilgrimage purposes (App. 4: Table 5). Almost a third 
(32.5%) of Jordanians considered the site to be a Jordanian site. The difference between 
Jordanians and other nationalities could be influenced by their sense of ownership. This 
result supports Garrard’s (2010) opinion that people who have cultural ties to the site are 
more likely to perceive it differently and to have a spiritual experience related to their sense 
of place. This issue will be discussed in more detail in the discussion chapter. However, 
compared to 27.0% of visitors with Bachelor degree/undergraduate university degrees, 
visitors with primary studies at 50.0% represented the highest percentage of visitors who 
considered the site as a Christian site. This result supports Rojo’s (2007) claim that people 
with primary or  secondary  studies  tend  to  be  more  religious  than  people  with  
undergraduate    or 
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postgraduate studies. However, considering the site as an Islamic site was not common 
amongst the site visitors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.11: Visitors’ perceptions of Mt Nebo based on their nationalities. 
 
 
 
 
Knowledge about the Site 
 
In order to understand how visitors learn about the site in this study, their knowledge of 
the site was scrutinized. In addition, visitors to Mt Nebo were asked if they had ever heard 
or read about Bethany and about the Cave of the Seven Sleepers, as well as being asked 
which of these sites they preferred to visit. Visitors’ responses helped the researcher to 
check if the visitors were aware of other religious heritage sites in Jordan, particularly those 
sites with high religious and heritage values such as the Cave of the Seven Sleepers and 
Bethany (Questions 17, 18, 19, 25,26,27,28, and 29 in the survey). 
 
Pilgrims 
 
According to table 36 (App 4), most of the pilgrims stated that they knew few details about the 
site before the visit. Over half of the pilgrims took their information from sacred or 
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religious texts (Fig. 5.12). Nevertheless, the predominant portion of pilgrims stated that 
after their visit their knowledge of the site ranged from ‘Quite a lot’ to ‘everything about 
the site’ (Now I am an Expert) (App. 4: Table 38). This result can be attributed to the 
performance of the tour guides who accompanied the pilgrims. Most of the pilgrims were 
accompanied by a tour guide both for this site and other sites in Jordan. The majority of 
them expressed their satisfaction with the performance of the tour guide they were 
accompanied by (App. 4: Tables 39, 40, and 41). The interviews conducted in the research 
prove that tour guides played a crucial role in site interpretation and spiritually connecting 
the visitors, whether they were faith-based or secular visitors, to the religious and cultural 
elements of the site. This issue will be explored in more detail in the discussion chapter. 
However, it is necessary to find that almost half (48.2%) of the pilgrims did not know about 
other religious heritage sites such as the Cave of the Seven Sleepers and Bethany in Jordan. 
Nonetheless, slightly over a third of them stated that they would like to visit the Cave if 
they had a chance (App. 4: Tables 42, and 43). 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.12: Main source of information that pilgrims used to learn about Mt Nebo. 
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Secular tourists 
 
Secular tourists were more likely to know a few details about the site before the visit. 
However, the large majority of secular tourists knew between a moderate amount and quite 
a lot about the site after the visit. Sacred or religious texts were the main source of 
information for secular tourists (Fig. 5.13). This was followed by school as the source of 
information. More than half (57.0%) of all secular tourists were accompanied by a tour 
guide during their visit and most of them were satisfied with the performance of the tour 
guide. Most secular tourists stated that they would prefer to visit the Cave if they had a 
chance. It is noteworthy to mention that through the interview process many visitors were 
not aware that the Cave of the Seven Sleepers is a Jordanian site. Therefore, they were more 
likely to choose it to visit next time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.13: Main source of information that secular tourists used to learn about Mt Nebo. 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the visitors shows that Jordanians were reported for the highest 
percentage (18.0%) who learned about the site from school (App. 4: Table 44). This result 
may be attributed to the fact that Jordanians may have visited the site on a school trip when 
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they were children. On the other hand, as was expected, a common source of knowledge 
about the site amongst all the other nationalities (especially Asians at 71.9%) was from 
sacred or religious texts. Most of them were Christians (App. 4: Table 4) and the site is a 
key religious place which is mentioned in the Bible. Asian and Non-Jordanian Arabs, with 
the percentage of 50.0% and 59.4% respectively, accounted for the highest percentages of 
visitors who knew quite a lot about the site after the visit. Asian and Non-Jordanian Arabs 
were mostly pilgrims. This result supports Blackwell’s (2007) claim that pilgrims pay more 
attention to the religious heritage aspects of a destination since they are keen to be 
spiritually connected to sites related to their religion. 
 
Interestingly, 58.7% of Hindu tourists stated that they had learned from sacred or religious 
texts about the site. This result indicates that visitors could be interested in learning about 
other religions and cultures although it may not have personal meaning for them. 
Surprisingly, almost a quarter of the Jordanian visitors (23.9%) knew nothing about the site 
before the visit (App. 4: Table 45). This could be for the reason that most Jordanians learn 
about other Jordanian key heritage sites such as Petra and Jerash and there is not much 
attention paid to Mt Nebo in the educational system of Jordan. 
 
Table 46 (App 4) illustrates that visitors who have completed their master’s or doctoral 
studies were reported for the lowest percentage of visitors who were satisfied with their tour 
guides in general. This result may be due to well-educated visitors who usually demand 
more information about the different aspects of the site than other visitors do (Timothy & 
Olsen, 2006). Interestingly, visitors with low income (less than $U35, 000 a year) were 
reported for the highest percentage of visitors with tour guides. This may be owing to the 
fact that most visitors who belonged to this income category were pilgrims (App. 4: Table 4) 
and pilgrims are more likely to be accompanied by a tour guide or a priest to interpret the 
religious values of the site for them (Blackwell, 2007; Shackley, 2001). 
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Summary 
 
In this chapter, the data gathered from Mt Nebo was analyzed, presented and compared to 
the previous literature on visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites. Previous scholars 
such as Smith (1992) and Bond (2013) employed a tourist typology method to compare 
and contrast faith-based and secular visitors’ experiences. This method paved the way for 
them to understand the nature of the experience that motivational groups have and to 
determine their needs at their religious heritage sites. 
 
Respondents in this study were asked to determine their main reason for visiting the site. 
Based on the answers given, respondents were classified into two motivational groups, 
namely; pilgrims, and secular tourists. Only three religious tourists were reported at both 
Mt Nebo and Bethany and so this visitor group was excluded from data analysis at these 
two sites. 
 
The Chi square test method was used to statistically analyze the responses of these 
motivational groups to find the differences between their expectations as well as to see if 
they shared common interests in certain aspects at the site. 
 
The data of the study indicates that secular tourists outnumbered their pilgrim counterparts. 
This result is similar to recent research findings carried out by Bond (2013) at the English 
Cathedrals who showed that the English Cathedrals tend to attract more secular tourists 
than pilgrims. This similarity in the percentages between these sites (the English Cathedrals 
and Mt Nebo) is attributed to the nature of the types of visitors. The majority of the visitors 
are Europeans, and Europeans are more likely to be attracted by secular aspects to 
undertake a journey (Timothy & Olsen, 2006). 
 
The findings of the research show that, regarding religious characteristics, there are 
differences between the two motivational groups. For example, in comparison with secular 
tourists, pilgrims were more likely to have a strong religious belief, participate in religious 
activities, and go more frequently to church/temple and mosque. Nonetheless, there were 
similar experiences amongst the two motivational groups such as expecting a special 
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experience, as well as feeling a sense of spirituality at the site. Furthermore, secular tourists 
show an interest in the spiritual aspects of the site. Most of the secular tourists said that the 
sense of spirituality was a special attribute of the site. 
 
The demographic profile of the site visitors shows that in some cases their responses were 
influenced by their demographic characteristics. For instance, while most visitors 
perceived the site as a heritage or a Christian site, Jordanians are reported for the highest 
percentage of visitors who perceived the site as a Jordanian site. This result could be 
influenced by the Jordanians’ ‘sense of place’. As discussed in Chapter Two, the ‘sense of 
place’ has a strong influence on visitors who have cultural connections to a site (Garrard, 
2010). Moreover, compared to the visitors coming from undeveloped countries, visitors 
from developed countries represented the highest percentage of those who are unsatisfied 
with the infrastructure and have lower expectations about the site. 
 
In general, visitors at Mt Nebo tend to be Europeans who are provided with a short visit to 
the site, are less likely to interact with locals and to purchase a local product or handicraft. 
However, they are accompanied by a tour guide and appreciate the site’s heritage and 
spiritual values. 
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CHAPTER SIX: BETHANY 
 
Introduction 
 
Bethany or the Baptism site is recognized as a pilgrimage destination for Christians, as it 
is the place of Jesus’ Baptism. The site is managed by the Baptism Site Commission which 
is an independent organisation. 
 
The field work in Bethany was conducted in summer 2011. The location of the site on the 
border between Israel and Jordan added some complications to the field work. When the 
visitors first arrived at the site, they had to take turn to visit the place where Jesus was 
baptized by the site transportation, accompanied by a police officer. This meant that only a 
limited number of visitors were able to visit the site each time. In addition, due to its 
geographical location in the Jordan Valley (the lowest point on earth) the high temperatures 
at the site forced visitors to leave the site immediately after the visit. The weather at 
Bethany was the main reason that the number of visitors was less than the number of 
visitors at Mt Nebo. 
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Motivation 
 
Table 6.1 Main reason to visit the site according to motivational groups. 
 
 
MOTIVATIONAL GROUP Frequency Percent % 
Pilgrims   
Religious purposes   
 Pilgrimage 4 
1.57 
 Spiritual Healing 22 
8.63 
 Physical Healing 25 
9.80 
Subtotal 51 20.2 
Secular tourists   
 Historical Purposes 12 
4.71 
 Knowledge 106 
41.57 
 Enjoyment 56 
21.96 
 Because it is on the 
itinerary 
27  
10.59 
Subtotal 201 79.8 
Total 252 100 
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Pilgrims 
 
Pilgrims at Bethany comprised only 20.2 % of visitors at the site. However, most of them 
were moderate believers rather than being very strong religious believers (App. 5: Table 1) 
who visited the site for physical healing purposes (49.0 %), followed by those who came 
for spiritual healing purposes at 43.0 % (Fig. 6.1). The research interviews in this study 
show that some visitors at Bethany believed that swimming in the Jordan River, especially 
at Bethany, would cure their illnesses, and purify their souls. Yet 29.4% of pilgrims stated 
that they have zero- strength of religious belief (App. 5: Table 1). This result is similar to 
the result from Mt Nebo where some pilgrims rated themselves with zero strength of 
religious belief (see Chapter Five: Motivation). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.1: Bethany: motivations of pilgrims. 
 
The percentage of pilgrims at Bethany (20.2 %) is somewhat similar to that of Mt Nebo 
and Bond’s (2013) percentages of pilgrims at 28.7%, and 29.0% respectively. Analysing 
the percentages of pilgrims according to their nationalities and comparing them to the 
figures for Bond (2013) and Mt Nebo indicates that there were no significant differences 
between pilgrims across these three sites. 
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Table 6.2: The percentage of pilgrims at Bethany according to their nationalities (compared to Bond’s (2013) results). 
 
Nationalities Observed % Expected% Observed-Expected% 
Jordanians 31.2 29 2.2 
Europeans 25.5 29 -3.5 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 20.0 29 -9.0 
Asians 20.0 29 -9.0 
Americans 9.0 29 -20.0 
Others 30.7 29 1.7 
 
 
Secular tourists 
 
In this study, the statistical results from Bethany support the results from Mt Nebo as well 
as those that were generated from Bond’s (2013), and Smith’s (1992) studies. In these 
studies, it was shown that religious heritage sites attract more secular visitors than visitors 
who came for religious purposes. Secular tourists comprised+ 79.8% of the overall number 
of visitors at Bethany. Visiting the site for knowledge purposes represented the highest 
percentage amongst secular tourists at 53.0 % (Fig. 6.2). This result is bordering on the 
result of Mt Nebo, which shows that most secular tourists visited the site for knowledge 
purposes (see Chapter Five, Fig. 5.2). 
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Figure 6.2:  Bethany: motivations of secular tourists. 
 
Secular tourists were more likely to be Europeans, well-educated visitors to the site with a 
small group or an organized tour company (App. 5: Table 2). Although most secular 
tourists identified themselves as Christians, they mostly had zero-strength of religious 
belief. Even so, the predominant portion of secular tourists participated in religious 
activities before the visit, and went to church/temple/mosque on special festivals (App. 5: 
Tables 1, 3, 4). These results support Gerrard’s (2010) and Zuckermann’s (2011) claims 
that even people with zero-strength of religious belief could be culturally religious, 
participate in religious activities, and identify themselves within a religious tradition just 
as a sense of belonging. 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the site visitors illustrates that most visitors in Bethany were 
European Christians, married, aged over 40, well-educated and earned less than $U 35, 000 
a year (App. 5: Table 2). Europeans, followed by Jordanians, accounted for the highest 
percentages amongst pilgrims at Bethany. In addition, pilgrims were more likely to visit 
the site with an organized tour company, followed by those who visit the site with their 
family or friends at 35.3% and 33.3% respectively. The researcher’s observation in this 
study revealed  that  some  visitors  (especially  Jordanians)  visit  the  site  with  their  
children, 
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especially the newly born ones, to baptize them with the holy water of the Jordan River. 
The results from Bethany support those from Mt Nebo that some respondents considered 
themselves as pilgrims even though the site is not related to their religious traditions. For 
example, 47.6 % of Hindus at the site considered themselves as pilgrims. In addition, 5.7 
% of visitors with no religious affiliation considered themselves as pilgrims (App. 5: Table 
2). 
 
Comparing to visitors with masters or doctoral degree, visitors with primary studies were 
more likely to be pilgrims at 28.6 %, to have participated in religious activities before the 
visit (85.7 %), and none of them rated themselves with zero strength of religious belief. 
Visitors with masters or doctoral degree were in their majorities (83.3 %) secular, 55.6% 
have participated in religious activities before the visit, and 35.2 % of them rated 
themselves with zero strength of religious belief (App. 5: Tables 6, and 7). This supports 
Rojo’s (2007) claim that people with lower education level tend to be more religious than 
those with postgraduate studies. 
 
Expectations 
 
Pilgrims vs Secular tourists 
 
According to table 9 (App. 5), most of the motivational groups expected a special 
experience at the site before the visit. This result supports the results from Mt Nebo in this 
study as well as results from other research settings (e.g. Smith 1992; Blackwell 2007), that 
visitors at sites with religious/heritage values have high expectations. Nonetheless, more 
pilgrims expected a special experience at the site compared to secular visitors at 66.7 % 
and 50.7 % respectively. This result is influenced by the visitors’ motivations and the nature 
of the site as a key pilgrimage destination. 
 
Pilgrims who nominated the Jordan River as something special at the site outnumbered 
pilgrims who chose the sense of spirituality (Fig. 6.3). Most secular tourists, on the other 
hand, chose the sense of spirituality in general at the site as something special (Fig. 6.3). 
Interestingly, this scenario in which secular tourists rather than pilgrims were more likely 
to choose the sense of spirituality at this site is similar to the findings from Mt Nebo. 
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Nevertheless, since most pilgrims visited the site for physical healing purposes, they chose 
the Jordan River as something special because they believe that this river has a spiritual 
power that might cure their illnesses. Thus, pilgrims who chose the Jordan River as 
something special were more likely to be influenced by the spirituality behind it, just as 
pilgrims chose the view in Mt Nebo as something special as it is said to be the place where 
Moses witnessed the Promised Land for the first time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.3: Bethany: the best feature at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the site visitors illustrates that most of them expected a special 
experience at the site. Nevertheless, almost half Europeans (46.7%) and 57.7% of others 
did not expect a special experience at the site (App. 5: Table 11). This result supports the 
result from Mt Nebo in this study as well as Hudman and Jackson’s (2003) claim that visitors 
who came from developed countries have lower expectations from sites in undeveloped 
countries. 
 
Visitors with masters or doctoral degree, and those with other educational level accounted  
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for the highest percentage among those who expected a special experience at the site at 
59.3%, and 71.4% respectively (App. 5: Table 11). This result is interesting since it is in 
contrast with the Mt Nebo result where visitors with masters or doctoral degrees 
represented the lowest percentage of visitors who had expected or planned for a special 
experience at the site. This could be due to the fact that Bethany has more considerably 
significance for Christians than Mt Nebo, since it has a direct relationship with the life of 
Jesus. 
 
Almost half (45.5%) of European visitors were influenced by the sense of spirituality in 
general at the site, compared to 26.8 % of Asians who in their majorities (43.2 %) stated 
that the Jordan River is special at the site (App. 5: Table 12). Since Asians were more likely 
to visit the site as pilgrims, compared to Europeans (App. 5: Table 2) who tend to visit the 
site as seculars, this result supports the idea that while pilgrims are more influenced by 
tangible features with a religious meaning, secular visitors are more interested in the sense 
of spirituality at the site in general. 
 
Activities 
Pilgrims 
According to table 15 (App. 5), the majority (94.1%) of pilgrims would like to stay longer 
at the site. Significantly, over half (56.0%) of pilgrims who would like stay longer stated 
that they would learn about the local culture (Fig. 6.4). Interestingly, only 21.0 % of them 
stated that they would like to make a religious retreat if they stayed longer at the site (App. 
5: Table 15). This result supports the result from Mt Nebo, which indicates that few 
pilgrims preferred to make a religious retreat at Mt Nebo if they stayed longer. It is 
surprising to find that most pilgrims were not interested in making religious retreat in either 
Bethany or Mt Nebo if they stayed longer at these sites. These results in which pilgrims are 
more interested in other secular aspects at a religious heritage site support Smith’s (1992) 
claim that the secular aspects at a sacred site are equal or more important than the religious 
ones and more likely to attract visitors regardless of their motivations. 
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Figure 6.4: Activities that pilgrims would like to do if they stay longer at Bethany. 
 
 
 
 
Although site observation in this study reveals that the large majority of visitors at Bethany 
preferred to leave the site immediately after the visit, most pilgrims changed their mind 
positively about the site, and would recommend the site to a friend after the visit (App. 5: 
Tables 13, and 14). Indeed, recommending the site to a friend and showing a desire to stay 
longer at the site were common aspects amongst visitors at Bethany, irrespective of 
motivations. This indicates that visitors would like to stay longer if there was proper 
infrastructure and services such as an air conditioned room where visitors could enjoy their 
stay without suffering from the high temperatures at the site. However, it is noteworthy to 
mention that although most visitors were interested to learn about local culture and 
engaging with the local community, table 6.3 below indicates that most of them did not 
have any conversation with local people at the site. This result is attributed to the fact that 
many visitors prefer to leave the site immediately after the visit because of the high 
temperatures. Yet 13.7% of pilgrims and 17.9% of secular tourists had a conversation of 
between 1-5 minutes with a local person at Bethany. 
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6.3: Length of conversation with a local person at the site amongst the three motivational groups. 
 
 
Length of conversation Pilgrims Secular tourists 
0 34 132 
1-5 7 36 
5-15 8 20 
15-30 - 4 
30-45 1 4 
45-1 hour 1 2 
1-2 hours - 3 
More than 2 hours - - 
Total 51 201 
 
 
Secular tourists 
 
Most of the secular tourists recommended the site to a friend and over half of them changed 
their minds positively about the site after the visit (App. 5: Tables 13, and 14). It is 
interesting to find that compared to 61.8% of the secular tourists in Mt Nebo (see App. 4: 
Table 15), only 7.5% of secular tourists in Bethany preferred not to stay longer at the site. 
Indeed, visitors, irrespective of motivation, were more interested to stay longer in Bethany 
than at Mt Nebo. This result could be interpreted in two ways. Firstly, the high temperatures 
at Bethany forced most visitors to pay only a short visit to the site. Many would have stayed 
longer if there had been proper infrastructure to control the temperatures. In the case of Mt 
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Nebo, visitors had enough time and unlike Bethany the weather in Mt Nebo is mild. 
Visitors in Mt Nebo had time to enjoy the site’s features. Thus, most of them preferred not 
to stay longer at the site after the visit. Secondly, considering that Mt Nebo is managed by 
the Franciscans, and Bethany is managed by a secular organization. This result supports 
arguments that the management practices carried out by clergy site managers may not 
appeal to secular tourists. Clergy managers tend to be concerned with the religious features 
of a sacred site (such as church maintenance and interpreting the site for pilgrims) more 
than the other secular aspects, such as restaurants and markets (Smith, 1992; Shackley, 
2001; Poria & Airey, 2003; Olsen, 2006). Nevertheless, most secular tourists stated that 
they would like to volunteer in the local community if they stay longer at the site (Fig. 6.5). 
This result supports the result from Mt Nebo, which indicates that the predominant portion 
of secular tourist claimed that they would volunteer in the local community if they stay 
longer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.5: Activities that secular tourists would like to do if they stay longer at Bethany. 
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Visitors’ demographics 
 
Table 19 (App. 5) illustrates that most Jordanians stated that they would like to make a 
religious retreat, followed by those who would like to enjoy the view if they stay longer at 
the site at 43.8 % and 21.9 % accordingly. Jordanian visitors are probably more familiar 
with the local culture. Thus, the main reason for them to visit the site is to practice their 
religious belief and or for pleasure such as enjoying the view (App. 5: Table 5). Unlike Mt 
Nebo, American and other visitors in Bethany were more interested to make a religious 
retreat if they stayed longer at the site. This is due to the fact that Bethany holds more 
religious importance for Christians since it is related to Jesus’ Baptism, among the most 
significant events in Christianity. 
 
Visitors in the age group between 61-70 years old reported for the highest percentage (47.1 
%) of those who would like to volunteer in the local community if they stay longer at the 
site. In addition, most visitors aged less than 30 years old preferred to learn about local 
culture if they stayed longer at 29.8 % (App. 5: Table 19). This data supports Guinn’s 
(1980) argument that while elderly visitors are usually motivated by socialising with other 
people at a destination, youth visitors are more likely to be motivated by exploring other’s 
culture. This similarly has been recognised by some tourist destinations such as Australia 
and the UK which allocate millions every year to improve the backpackers market after 
they noticed the importance of youth tourists who are usually well-educated travellers, 
motivated to experience new places with new customs and cultures (Locker- Murphy and 
Pearce, 1995; UNWTO, 2011). 
 
Purchased Mementos 
 
Although few visitors purchased a local product or handicraft at the site, pilgrims were 
reported for the highest percentage of visitors who purchased a local product or handicraft 
at the site (Fig. 6.6). This result supports the arguments that pilgrims were more likely to 
purchase items from sacred sites than the other types of visitors (Flischer, 2000). In 
addition, the large majority of visitors who purchased a local product or handicraft at the 
site were happy with it since it was unique (App. 5: Table 17). 
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Figure 6.6: Percentages of pilgrims and secular tourists who purchased local products at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Satisfaction with the Infrastructure of the Site 
Pilgrims 
According to table 24 (App. 5), although a considerable portion (43.1%) of pilgrims had 
no opinion about the quality of the features at the site, most of them stated that the church 
was a worthy feature at the site. The majority of pilgrims (47.0%) believed that the 
architecture needed to be improved or added to the site (Fig. 6.7). Adding and improving 
architecture at the site was a common comment amongst the site visitors. There were a 
limited number of buses allowed to go to the place where Jesus was baptised. Thus, many 
visitors had to wait for their turn in a pergola at the main gate. The temperature at the 
pergola was too high, and that is the reason most visitors said that architecture needs to be 
improved or added to the site, such as an air conditioned waiting room. However, most 
pilgrims were satisfied with the infrastructure of the site such as parking areas, information 
signs and facilities for disabled people (App. 5: Tables 28, and 30). 
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Figure 6.7: Pilgrims’ opinions about which feature could be improved or added at/to the site. 
 
 
 
 
Secular tourists 
 
A noticeable portion of secular tourists stated that the garden was a good feature at the site 
(App. 5: Table 24). Nevertheless, many secular tourists had no idea what feature was good 
at the site, since most of them had only a short visit. In order to support their short visit 
they said “it is too hot to stay longer”. This result is supported by table 26 (App. 5), which 
indicates that most secular tourists claimed that the architecture could be improved or 
added to the site (Fig. 6.8). 
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Figure 6.8: Secular tourists’ opinions about which feature could be improved or added to/at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the site visitors illustrates that most visitors had no opinion 
about what feature was worthy at the site (App. 5: Table 25). However, the church and the 
garden were reported as the most significant features which are good from visitors’ 
perspective in general. In addition, while 42.9 % of visitors with primary school studies 
stated that the church was a good feature at the site, only 11.1 % of visitors holding masters 
or doctoral studies believed this. 
 
Interestingly, none of the Non-Jordanian Arabs stated that architecture (such as an air 
conditioned room) need to be improved or added to the site (App. 5: Table 27). This is due 
to the fact that most of them came from countries with similar weather conditions such as 
Egypt, and the Gulf countries (App. 5: Table 53). Thus, they expect high temperatures at the 
site. 
 
Like Mt Nebo, visitors in the age group between 61-70 years old reported for the highest 
percentage of those who disagree that the information signs at the site are easy to read. In 
addition, 17.6 % of them believed that facilities for disabled people at  the site are  not 
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adequate. Similarly, 42.9 % of visitors with primary school studies disagreed that the 
information signs are easy to read compared to 16.7 % of visitors with masters or doctoral 
studies (App. 5: Tables 29, and 31). 
 
 
Perceptions about the Site 
Pilgrims 
Two-third of pilgrims considered Bethany as a Christian site followed by those who 
considered it as a heritage site at 66.0 % and 16.0 % respectively (Fig. 6.9). In addition, 
82.4 % of pilgrims believed that site should be listed as a World Heritage site (App. 5: 
Table 33). Nevertheless, none of the pilgrims considered the site as an Islamic or a Jewish 
site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.9: Site consideration amongst pilgrims. 
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Secular tourists 
 
Interestingly, secular tourists at Bethany tend to consider it as a Christian site (Fig. 6.10), 
while most secular tourists at Mt Nebo considered it as a heritage site. This difference 
between secular tourists’ perceptions at Bethany and those at Mt Nebo is perhaps for the 
reason that Mt Nebo is a site that represents the three monotheistic religions, while Bethany 
is particularly related to Christianity since it is said to be the place of Jesus’ Baptism. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.10 : Site consideration amongst secular tourists. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the site visitors illustrates that most of them considered the site 
as a Christian site followed by those who considered it as a heritage site (App. 5: Tables 
34, and 35). However, like the results from Mt Nebo, Jordanian visitors were reported to 
have the highest percentage among those who consider the site as a Jordanian site. In 
general, the predominant portion of visitors at Bethany considered the site a Christian site, 
which should be listed as a World Heritage Site. 
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Knowledge about the Site 
Pilgrims 
Table 37 (App. 5) indicates that pilgrims in Bethany knew few to moderate details about 
the site before the visit. This result is attributed to the fact that most pilgrims are Christians 
who took their information from sacred or religious texts (Fig. 6.11). Nevertheless, over 
half of the pilgrims stated that they knew quite a lot to everything about the site after the 
visit (App. 5: Table 38). Pilgrims’ knowledge about the site could be influenced by the 
performance of the tour guide, who accompanied most of them (62.7%) during their visit 
at this site as well as other sites in the region. This is supported by the results of table 40 
(App. 5) which indicates that a noticeable percentage of pilgrims (68.7%) who were led by 
a tour guide at the site were satisfied with his/her performance. Thus, it supports the 
arguments that tour guides play a crucial role in site interpretation (Mell, 2006). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.11 : Main source of information that pilgrims used to learn about Bethany. 
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Secular tourists 
 
Secular tourists had mainly few to moderate amount of information about the site before 
the visit (App. 5: Table 37). Religious or sacred texts were their main sources of 
information followed by school, at 23. 0 % and 22.0 % respectively (Fig. 6.12). This result 
is not surprising as most secular tourists were Christians. Over two-third (67.1%) of secular 
tourists were led by a tour guide at this site as well as other sites in the region, in which 
80.7% of them were satisfied with the tour guide’s performance (App. 5: Tables 39, 40, and 
49). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.12 : Main source of information that secular tourists used to learn about Bethany. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
The demographic profile illustrates that, compared to Mt Nebo, visitors at Bethany, 
particularly those who came from America, Europe and other countries, were more likely 
to know about Bethany from sacred or religious texts (App. 5: Table 43). This supports the 
notion that Bethany has more religious significance for Christians than Mt Nebo, and that 
explains why they were more likely to consider Bethany as a Christian site. In addition,  
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table 43 (App. 5) shows that while 38.9 % of Christian visitors knew about the site from 
sacred or religious texts, none of the Muslims used the same source of information to learn 
about the site. Nevertheless, numbers of Muslim tourists at Bethany were low (9 visitors 
only). 
 
Surprisingly, 9.4 % of Jordanian visitors knew nothing about the site before the visit (App. 
5: Table 44). This is due to the fact that the site was recently discovered in 1996 (Waheeb, 
2001), and the Jordanian education system is concerned more with Islamic sites (e.g. 
companion shrines, Islamic battle fields) rather than those with Christian and or Jewish 
identities. In addition, 18.8 % of Jordanian visitors knew few details about the site after the 
visit compared to 16.7 % of Europeans. Most Europeans knew between moderate to quite 
a lot of information about the site after the visit (App. 5: Tables 445, and 45). This result 
is attributed to the fact that European visitors were more likely to be accompanied by tour 
guides, unlike Jordanians who visited the site with their family members or independently. 
 
Asian visitors reported for the highest percentage of visitors who knew few details after 
the visit at 36.7 %. This result is attributed to the lack of tour guides who are capable of 
speaking Asian languages such as Chinese, Korean, and Japanese. Furthermore, most of 
the information signs at the site were written in English and Arabic. 
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Summary 
 
The percentages of the two motivational groups at Bethany were similar to those at Mt 
Nebo. In both sites, secular tourists outnumbered pilgrims, and most of them came for 
knowledge purposes. Pilgrims formed about a quarter of the visitors, and there were only 
three religious tourists. In addition, visitors in both sites tended to learn about the site from 
sacred or religious texts, knew little to moderate amounts of information about the sites, 
and were led by a tour guide with whom they were satisfied with in general. On the other 
hand, unlike pilgrims in Mt Nebo, most pilgrims to Bethany came for physical healing 
purposes. 
 
The predominant portion of the two main motivational groups expected a special 
experience at the site before the visit. Nevertheless, they had different opinions about the 
special element at the site. For example, while pilgrims tended to choose the Jordan River, 
secular tourists thought that the sense of spirituality was something special. 
 
In general, visitors at Bethany were similar to their counterparts in Mt Nebo. Most visitors 
at these sites believed that they should be listed as a World Heritage sites, and were 
influenced by the spiritual aspects since they are related to two of the most famous figures 
in the monotheistic religions namely, Moses and Jesus. Besides, some demographic 
characteristics were also similar amongst these two sites. For instance, most visitors were 
Christians, well-educated, aged over 40, and earned less than US$ 35, 000 as annual 
income. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: THE CAVE OF THE SEVEN SLEEPERS 
 
Introduction 
 
It is believed that the Cave of the Seven Sleepers embraced the miracle of seven early 
Christians who slept for hundreds of years under God’s supervision. Both Muslims and 
Christians recognised the religious significance of this site. The Quran devotes a whole 
chapter entitled Surat al Kahf meaning the People of the Cave to this story. The Bible refers 
to the seven sleepers as pious Christians with a miracle. Muslims refer to the Seven 
Sleepers as monotheist Christians, but before Christianity was distorted. Recently, this site 
has been under the management of the Jordanian Ministry of Awqaf and Islamic Affairs, 
which built a mosque in the site and appointed an Imam12 to be responsible for the 
interpretation and management of the site. 
 
The field work in the Cave of the Seven Sleepers was also conducted in summer. On the 
other hand, unlike the other two case study sites in this study, the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers is more attractive to Christian and Muslim Jordanians as this site is mainly 
promoted for locals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12 An Imam is a person with high religious status in Islam, and he is usually in charge of a mosque. 
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Motivation 
 
Table 7.1: Main reason to visit the site according to motivational groups. 
 
 
MOTIVATIONAL GROUP Frequency Percent % 
Pilgrims   
Religious purposes   
 Pilgrimage 35 13.7 
 Spiritual Healing 40 15.7 
 Physical Healing 12 4.7 
Subtotal 87 34.1 
Religious tourists   
To Educate myself and or my family 
members  about my religion 
19  
Subtotal 19 7.5 
Secular tourists   
Historical Purposes 13 5.0 
Knowledge 58 22.7 
Enjoyment 63 24.7 
Because it is on the itinerary 15 5.9 
Subtotal 149 58.4 
Total 255 100 
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Pilgrims 
 
As indicated in table 7.1 above, pilgrims accounted for slightly over a third (34.1%) of the 
site visitors. Almost half of the pilgrims came for spiritual healing purposes, followed by 
those who stated that pilgrimage in general is their motivation to visit the site (Fig. 6.1). 
Pilgrims were more likely to participate in religious activities before the visit and to have 
moderate to high strength of religious belief (App. 6: Tables: 1, and 2). 
 
 
 
Figure 7.1: The Cave of the Seven Sleepers: motivations of pilgrims. 
 
Unlike the other case study sites, table 3 (App 6) illustrates that over half (50.6%) of the 
pilgrims went to church/temple mosque ‘every day’. Considering that the large majority of 
pilgrims were Christian Jordanians (App. 6: Table 5), this result could be interpreted in two 
ways. Firstly, local pilgrims are more devoted than those from other nationalities, more 
specifically Europeans, who were the most common pilgrims in the other case study sites. 
Secondly, since most pilgrims are Jordanian Christians who are a minority in Jordan, most 
of them participate in religious activities to show their Christian identity (Poria & Airey., 
2003). However, 40% of pilgrims were Muslims, and obviously Muslims are likely to go 
to the mosque whenever they have the chance to do so. 
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Figure 7.2: the Cave of the Seven Sleepers: pilgrims’ religious affiliation. 
 
Although the Cave of the Seven Sleepers is promoted for local Muslims, the percentage of 
pilgrims at the Cave is similar to Bond’s (2013) Mt Nebo and Bethany’s percentages of 
pilgrims. It is noteworthy to mention that these sites are mainly promoted for Christians. 
However, considering Bond’s (2013) percentage of pilgrims as a null hypothesis, table 7.2 
below indicates that European pilgrims were more likely to consider themselves as pilgrims 
at the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. Nonetheless, the number of European visitors at the 
Cave (34 visitors) is significantly lower than the number of Europeans at the English 
cathedrals and the other case study sites in this study. 
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Table 7.2: The percentage of pilgrims at the Cave according to their nationalities (compared to Bond, 2013). 
 
 
Nationalities Observed % Expected% Observed-Expected% 
Jordanians 32.3 29 3.3 
Europeans 41.1 29 12.1 
None Jordanian Arabs 22.7 29 -6.3 
Asians 57.1 29 28.1 
Americans 40.0 29 11 
Others 46.7 29 17.7 
 
 
Religious tourists 
 
Religious tourists comprised 7.4% of the site visitors. Most of the religious tourists were 
moderate to very strong religious believers who participated in religious activities and went 
to church/temple/mosque about once a week (App. 6: Tables, 1, 2, and 3). 
 
Secular tourists 
 
Secular tourists represented the majority share amongst the three motivational groups at 
the site at 58.4%. Visiting the site for enjoyment (42.0%) and knowledge (39.0%) purposes 
was a common aspect amongst secular tourists. Most visitors who described themselves as 
secular tourists had moderate to very strong religious belief, and went to church/temple/ 
mosque every day. It is not surprising to find that most secular tourists go to 
church/temple/mosque every day since the predominant portion of them are Muslims, and 
Muslims are more likely to go to the mosque every day (App. 6: Table 5). 
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Figure 7.3: Secular tourists’ motivations to visit the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
According to table 5 (App 6), males embodied over three-quarter of the site visitors at 
76.5%. This result could be influenced by the Islamic traditions where females tend to 
travel less than males (Long, 1979). In his study, Pilgrimage in Mecca, Long (1979) found 
that over 65.0 % of Muslim pilgrims were males, which led him to claim that males are 
more likely to conduct pilgrimage to their religious centres owing to the position of women 
in the Islamic world. Indeed, in the Islamic world, women should have at least one of their 
family members or as it is called in the Islamic traditions “Mahram’’ (e.g. father, brother, 
or husband) with them if they plan to make a journey. Considering that most visitors in the 
Cave were Muslims, this result supports Long’s claim that males are more likely to travel 
compared to females in the Islamic world. 
 
Almost half (47.4%) of the site visitors were between 18-30 years old, and most of them 
visited the site with family or friends or independently (App. 6: Table 5). This result is 
attributed to the fact that, domestically, Jordanian visitors mostly travel with family or 
friends (MOTA, 2011). On the other hand, like Mt Nebo, Asian visitors werereported  
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as the highest percentage of visitors who are very religious at 14.3 % (App. 6: Table 6). 
Asians in Mt Nebo tend to be pilgrims with high strength of religious belief. 
 
Expectations 
 
Faith-based vs Secular tourists 
 
The results of this study indicate that the large majority of the three motivational groups 
expected a special experience at the site (App. 6: Table 9). Nevertheless, while 55.0 % of 
secular tourists chose the cave as something special at the site, pilgrims and religious 
tourists mostly chose the sense of spirituality in general at 61.0 % and 42.0 % respectively 
(see figure 7.2, below). This result is interesting since pilgrims in the other case study sites 
tend to choose the view in the case of Mt Nebo, and the Jordan River in Bethany. This 
result is attributed to the fact that pilgrims at the other case study site had a preconceived 
idea that they are visiting a pilgrimage site. Thus (as it was discussed in chapter two), they 
experienced spirituality from the beginning of the journey (Blackwell, 2007). In the case 
of the Cave, pilgrims, who were mostly Christians (see figure 7.2 above), did not expect a 
spiritual experience before the visit since the site is mainly promoted for Muslims. As a 
result, when they reached the site, saw the Cave and heard the story of it, they recognised 
the importance of the site in Christianity. Hence, spirituality was something that they 
experienced while they were onsite. 
 
Unlike their secular counterparts at the other case study sites in this study, secular tourists 
at the cave tended to choose tangible features and not the sense of spirituality at the site in 
general as a special feature. Considering that most secular tourists at the cave were Muslims 
(App. 6: Table 5), secular tourists probably were more likely to experience spirituality at 
the mosque. Therefore, they tend to nominate the Cave as something special at the site, 
because the sense of spirituality is something that they have already experienced at the 
mosque. However, the research interviews show that some respondents believed that the 
Cave is special as it narrates the story of one of the most famous stories in the Bible and 
the Quran. This indicates that these visitors were influenced by the sense of spirituality, 
which is represented in the story behind the cave. This scenario repeats itself in the other 
case study sites. For instance, the research interviews show that visitors who chose the 
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view at Mt Nebo and those who chose the Jordan River at Bethany as something special, 
were influenced by the spirituality behind these two landscapes. Thus, it could be safe to 
claim that visitors in this study tend to express their spiritual experiences in various ways. 
While some visitors relate their spiritual experience to tangible features such as the view 
in Mt Nebo, The Jordan River in Bethany and the Cave in the Cave of the Seven Sleepers, 
others just stated that the sense of spirituality at the site in general is special. This result is 
important since it highlights one of the greatest shared experiences amongst the site visitors 
regardless of motivations. This will be discussed in more detail later. 
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Figure 7.4: Visitors’ opinions about what feature was special at the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
Choosing the cave as something special at the site was the most common amongst the site 
visitors (App 6: table 12), followed by those who choose the sense of spirituality. The view 
received the least indication as a special feature. However, it is interesting to find that 
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Christian visitors were more likely to choose the sense of spirituality as something special 
at the site at 41.3 %. Considering that most pilgrims at the Cave were Christians, this result 
supports the previous claim that pilgrims at the cave have a tendency to be influenced by 
the sense of spirituality at the site compared to the other motivational groups. 
 
Activities 
Pilgrims 
According to table 13 (App 6), over half of the pilgrims (52.0 %) preferred to learn about 
local culture if they stayed longer at the site. However, although pilgrims were more likely 
to recommend the site to a friend, it is surprising to find that considerably more than a 
quarter (28.7 %) of them changed their minds negatively about the site after visiting (App. 
6: Table 17). This result is attributed to the fact that most pilgrims were Christians, and 
since the site is interpreted and designed from an Islamic perspective without any Christian 
symbol that shows the Christian identity, this affected their experiences. This issue is 
supported by the research interviews where some Christian visitors at the site were unhappy 
with the site being interpreted and managed only from an Islamic perspective, more 
specifically since the site is strongly related to Christianity. 
 
 
 
Figure 7.5: Activities that pilgrims would like to do if they stayed longer at the Cave. 
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Religious tourists 
 
Religious tourists were more interested in volunteering in the local community if they stay 
longer at the site, followed by those who preferred to learn about local culture at 53.0 % 
and 37.0 % accordingly (App. 6: Table 13). It is interesting, however, to find that only 5.0 
% of religious tourists stated that they would make religious retreat if they stay longer at 
the site. In addition, 18.5 % of them changed their minds negatively about the site after the 
visit (App. 6: Table 17). This could be due to the fact that 47. 4 % of the religious tourists 
were Christians (App. 6: Table 5), and they expect to see Christian symbols at the site just 
like many pilgrims have expected. Thus, they probably were disappointed and the site did 
not appeal to them as a site where they can make their religious retreat. In spite of that, 
94.8 % of religious tourists stated that they would recommend the site to a friend (App. 6: 
Table 14). 
 
 
 
Figure 7.6: Activities that religious tourists would like to do if they stayed longer at the Cave. 
 
 
 
 
Secular tourists 
 
Secular tourists were more interested in volunteering in the local community and learning 
about local culture at 39.0% each. Moreover, most secular tourists changed their minds 
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positively about the site after the visit (App. 6: Table 17). Almost half (45.0 %) of secular 
tourists were Muslims. Thus, they were less disappointed with the site being interpreted as 
an Islamic site. Moreover, 19.0 % of them stated that they would make religious retreat if 
they stay at the site. Considering that most secular tourist were Muslims, they probably 
would pray at the mosque if they stayed at the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.7: Activities that secular tourists would like to do if they stayed longer at the Cave. 
 
Although most visitors at the Cave of the Seven Sleepers were interested either to learn 
about local cultures or to volunteer in the local community, the large majority of them did 
not have a conversation with a local person. This is attributed to the fact that the site is 
somewhat far from the local community. During the weekdays, there are a few locals who 
go to the site to pray in the mosque. Locals, who are mostly Muslims, are more likely to 
visit the site on Fridays, and Muslims have a tendency to have a pure religious retreat in 
Friday prayer since it is a special day for them, just like Sundays for Christians. However, 
it is interesting to find that 12.0 % of secular tourists managed to have a conversation of 
between 45 minutes- 1 hour with locals at the site. This could be attributed to the fact that 
secular tourists tend to be more interested in engaging with the local community at a 
heritage site compared to the other group visitors, since knowledge is usually the main 
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purpose for secular tourists to conduct a journey (Olsen & Timothy, 2006; Raj & Morpeth, 
2007; Bond, 2013). 
 
Table 7.3 Length of conversation with a local person at the site amongst the three motivational groups. 
 
 
Length of conversation Pilgrims Religious tourists Secular tourists 
0 36 6 70 
1-5 16 3 24 
5-15 21 4 19 
15-30 11 4 16 
30-45 - - 1 
45-1 hour 3 1 18 
1-2 hours - 1 1 
More than 2 hours - - - 
Total 87 19 149 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile of the site visitors indicates that they were more likely to be 
interested in learning about local cultures, with the obvious exception of Non-Jordanian 
Arabs and Americans who preferred to volunteer in the local community at 44.6 % and 
40.0 % respectively (App. 6: Table 19). However, similar to Bethany, visitors under 30 
years old interestingly tend to choose learning about local cultures if they 
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stayed longer, while those over 50 years old preferred to volunteer in the local community 
at 46.5 % and 50.0 % accordingly. 
 
Purchased Mementos 
 
Most visitors were happy with the products and handicrafts they purchased as they were 
unique (App. 6: Tables 14, 15, and 16). Pilgrims were more likely to purchase local 
products or handicrafts than members of the other motivational groups. This is a common 
aspect across the three case study sites. 
 
 
 
 
  
Figure 7.8: Percentages of the motivational groups who have purchased local products at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Satisfaction with the Infrastructure at the Site 
 
The results of tables 24, 25, and 31 (App. 6) indicate that the majority of visitors believed 
that information signs are easy to read, facilities for disabled people are adequate, and the 
Cave and the garden were good features at the site. Nevertheless, the three motivational 
groups have different opinions about what feature was worthy at the site and what could be 
improved or added to the site. 
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Pilgrims 
 
According to table 24 (App 6), significantly over quarter (29.0 %) of pilgrims believed that 
the cave was a worthy feature at the site followed by those who chose the garden at 25.0%. 
However, table 26 (App 6) shows that a quarter (25.0%) of the pilgrims suggested that a 
museum needs to be added to the site, followed by those who nominated the garden and 
restaurants at 24.0 % and 21.0 % respectively. This result supports Smith’s (1992) 
argument that site managers at religious heritage sites should pay due attention to the 
secular, aesthetic and religious attractions at their sites since such attractions appeal to both 
faith- based and secular visitors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.9: Pilgrims’ opinions about what feature should be improved or added to/at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Religious tourists 
 
Table 24 (App 6) illustrates that while over one-third (37.0 %) of religious tourists believed 
that the garden was a good feature at the site, 32.0 % of them nominated the cave. In 
addition, 42.0% of religious tourists suggested the garden as a feature that needs to be 
improved, followed by those who believed that a museum should be added to the site at  
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21.0%. It is noteworthy to mention that adding a museum to the site was a common comment 
amongst the site visitors, irrespective of motivation. This supports Kasim’s (2011) claim 
that authenticity at religious heritage sites should be preserved and properly portrayed in 
order to ensure visitor satisfaction. 
 
 
 
Figure 7.10: Religious tourists’ opinions about what feature should be improved or added to/at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Secular tourists 
 
Most secular tourists stated that the cave is a good feature at the site, followed by those 
who chose the garden at 24.0 %. Secular tourists had different opinions about the feature 
that needs to be added to the site. Almost one-third (30.0 %) of secular tourists proposed 
that a market needs to be added to the site, followed by those who sought after a museum 
to be added at 19.0%. Adding a market to the site was also recommended by the site 
managers. However, this issue will be discussed in more detail in the discussion chapter. 
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Figure 7.11: Secular tourists’ opinions about what feature should be improved/added to/at the site. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
The demographic profile indicates that most visitors chose the cave as something good at 
the site, with the exception of Asians among whom 42.9% of them stated that the mosque 
was good (App. 6: Table 25). However, Asian tourists at the Cave represent a small number 
(7 visitors only). Single visitors and those who are less than 30 years old were more likely 
to nominate the garden as something that needs to be improved at the site at 27.0 % and 
21.5% accordingly (App. 6: Table 27). 
Almost two-thirds (60.0%) of visitors aged over 60 years old disagreed that signs at the site 
are easy to read, and facilities for disabled people are enough (App. 6: Tables 29, and 31). 
This result is similar to Mt Nebo and Bethany’s results, indicating that visitors over 60 years 
old were less likely to be satisfied with the signs and facilities. 
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Perceptions about the Site 
 
The importance of the Cave of the Seven Sleepers as a religious heritage site is reflected 
in the large numbers of visitors regardless of their demographic or motivational differences 
who support the site to be listed as a World Heritage Site (App. 6: Table 32). Furthermore, 
most visitors were Jordanians, and that is why a significant portion of them considered it 
as a Jordanian site. 
 
Pilgrims 
 
Table 33 (App 6) indicates that almost half (49.0%) of the pilgrims considered the Cave of 
the Seven Sleepers as an Islamic site, followed by those who perceived it as a Jordanian 
site at 30%. Surprisingly, although most of the site pilgrims were Christians (App. 6: Table 
5) only 13.0% of them considered the site to be a Christian site. This result is influenced 
by the nature of the site which has a big mosque, and the Imam is the only person who 
interprets the site’s elements from an Islamic perspective. 
 
 
 
Figure 7.12: Site consideration amongst pilgrims 
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Religious tourists 
 
None of the religious tourists considered the site as a Christian or Jewish site. Most of them 
perceived it as an Islamic site followed by those who considered it as a Jordanian site at 
63.0% and 27.0% respectively. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.13: Site consideration amongst religious tourists. 
 
Secular tourists 
 
Similarly, secular tourists were more likely to perceive the site as an Islamic site followed 
by those who considered it as a Jordanian site at 64.0% and 18.0% respectively. 
Considering the site as a Jewish or Christian site represented the lowest percentages at 1% 
and 3% respectively. 
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Figure 7.14: Site consideration amongst secular tourists. 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
 
According to table 34 (App 6) most of the site visitors perceived the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers as an Islamic site, including Christian visitors at 63.5%. Interestingly, like the 
other case study sites, a noticeable portion of Jordanians perceived the site as a Jordanian 
site indicating the influence of Jordanians’ sense of ownership on the way they perceive 
the Jordanian sites. 
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Figure 7.15: Visitors’ perceptions of the Cave of the Seven Sleepers based on their nationalities. 
 
 
 
 
Knowledge about the Site 
Pilgrims 
According to table 36 (App 6), school and sacred or religious texts were the main source 
of information for pilgrims at 39% and 36.7% respectively. Most pilgrims were Jordanians 
and many Jordanians visited the Cave during a school trip when they were children. Over 
half of the pilgrims (54 %) had little to moderate amount of information about the site 
before the visit (App. 6: Table 37). Nevertheless, pilgrims’ knowledge about the site 
increased after the visit, where almost half of them stated that they knew between ‘quite a 
lot’ to everything about the site after the visit (App. 6: Table 38). Pilgrims, like the other 
motivational groups, were mostly familiar with other sites with religious heritage 
significance such as Bethany and Mt Nebo. Furthermore, 43.6% pilgrims claimed that they 
would like to visit Bethany if they had a chance (App. 6: Tables 39, and 40). Slightly over 
half (51.7%) of the pilgrims had a tour guide at the site, and 66.7% of them were satisfied 
with his/her performance. 
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Figure 7.16: Main source of information that pilgrims used to learn about the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. 
 
 
 
 
Religious tourists 
 
Similar to pilgrims, religious tourists tend to learn about the site from school and sacred or 
religious texts at 42.% each, followed by those who knew about the site from a friend at 
16.%. Religious tourists similarly were reported for the highest percentage of visitors who 
knew between ‘quite a lot’ and everything about the site after the visit at 63.2 % (App. 6: 
Table 38). Considering that religious tourists are either Muslims or Christians, this result 
supports Olsen and Timothys’ (2006) claim that religious tourists are keen on educating 
themselves and their family members about their religious traditions. 
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Figure 7.17: Main source of information that religious tourists used to learn about the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers. 
 
 
 
Secular tourists 
 
Secular tourists were more likely to know about the site from sacred or religious texts at 
54%, followed by school at 18.1%. Furthermore, 44.2% of them knew nothing or few 
details about the site before the visit (App. 6: Table 37). Nevertheless, their knowledge 
about the site increased after the visit where 66.4% of them knew quite a lot to everything 
about the site (App. 6: Table 39). 
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Figure 7.18: Main source of information that secular tourists used to learn about the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers. 
 
 
 
 
Visitors’ demographics 
The demographic profile of the site visitors indicates that most visitors knew about the site 
from sacred or religious texts or schools except Buddhists. Over half of these visitors 
(55.6%) took their information from the internet (App. 6: Table 42). More than three- 
quarters of Buddhists knew nothing about the site before the visit and 66.7% of them knew 
few details about it after the visit. Similarly, 30% of Hindu visitors knew few details about 
the site after the visit (App. 6: Tables 34, and 44). This indicates that the inability of the site 
interpreter to speak Asian languages led Hindu and Buddhist visitors to have less 
information about the site compared to visitors from other nationalities. Indeed, the site 
observation shows that many visitors came from Asian countries, especially Malaysia, 
Indonesia and the Philippines. However, most of the time there were no interactions 
between these visitors and the Imam who is in charge of the site interpretation, and many 
of these visitors were without a tour guide since they were mainly local students who came 
to learn Arabic or Islamic traditions in Jordanian universities. 
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Summary 
 
The results generated from the three case study sites in this study support arguments that 
religious heritage sites attract more secular tourists than those who come for religious 
purposes (Smith, 1992; Beeho & Prentice 1996; Bond 2013). Indeed, it was interesting to 
find that the percentage of pilgrims at the Cave (34.1%) is higher compared to the pilgrims 
at Bethany and Mt Nebo which were 20.2% and 28.7% respectively. Nevertheless, visitors 
in the Cave of the Seven Sleepers had different motivations and demographic 
characteristics. For instance, generally, pilgrims were more likely to choose the sense of 
spirituality at the site as something extraordinary. Since the site is not promoted as a 
pilgrimage destination for Christian pilgrims, the sense of spirituality was something that 
pilgrims did not expect before they visit the Cave. 
 
A noticeable percentage of faith-based visitors at the Cave did not wish to stay longer at 
the site. This result is attributed to the nature of the site as an Islamic site which is designed 
and promoted mainly for local Muslims. Most of the site’s faith-based visitors were 
Christians, and they expect to see some Christian symbols since the site is related to their 
religious traditions. As a result, a substantial portion of pilgrims and religious tourists 
changed their minds negatively after the visit. This was also the reason why the large 
majority of the site visitors considered the site an Islamic site followed by those who 
considered it a Jordanian site. Nonetheless, most visitors stated that they would recommend 
the site to a friend and the site should be listed as a World Heritage Site. This supports the 
results from the other case study sites that although some visitors are not satisfied with their 
visit, they still regard these sites as religious and/or heritage sites which are worth visiting. 
 
In general, visitors in the Cave are somewhat different from those at the other case study 
sites in this study. They tend to be Jordanians, Christians followed by Muslims, visit the 
site with family or friends, and are aged between 18-30 years old. In addition, the number 
of male visitors was higher than that of females, and this is attributed to the local culture 
where males are more likely to travel than females (Long, 1979). 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION 
 
Introduction 
 
This chapter discusses the main issues that have been raised in the literature review and the 
results of this study. This includes an in-depth investigation of visitors’ experiences at the 
three case study sites and the main factors that affect their experiences. The results which 
have been reported in this study support the arguments that intangible elements such as 
visitors’ motivations, expectations, sense of place and spirituality have appeared as the 
most influential factors that affect visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites 
(Crompton, 1979; Mathieson & Wall, 1982; Beeho & Prentice, 1997; Pearce & Lee, 2005; 
Bond, 2013). 
 
This chapter is divided into five sections. The first section discusses visitors’ motivations 
and their influence on visitors’ experiences. The second section explores religious travel 
as an educational experience in which visitors seek for a transformative experience. The 
third section discusses the nature of the site managers and their influence on visitors’ 
engagement. The fourth section discusses religious tourism as a liminal experience where 
the authenticity and cultural values at the sites affect visitors’ experiences. Finally, the fifth 
section returns to the divergence/ convergence dichotomy. Furthermore, it discusses the 
differences and similarities among visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites. 
 
Motivations and Visitors’ Experiences 
 
According to Deci and Ryan (1985, p. 5-6), “motivations are the autonomous initiation or 
self-determination of behaviour that could fulfil and satisfy people’s desires”. Indeed, there 
are several variables that scholars use to explain the behaviour of a visitor; nonetheless, 
motivations are the most important variables, since they are the “driving force behind all 
behaviour” (Fodness 1994, p. 555). In this sense, visitors’ motivations affect their 
experiences and explain their behaviour towards a certain aspect at a tourist destination. 
 
Previous literature proves that visitors to sacred sites who are affected by their motivations 
behave differently whether they are religious or secular (Otto, 1946; Shackley, 2001, 2008; 
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Blackwell, 2007; Voase, 2007; Bond, 2013). For instance, Otto (1946) contends that sacred 
sites provide pilgrims with a peak experience, since pilgrims at such sites are more likely to 
be separated from the mundane world and connected to the spiritual world while they are 
in the presence of something holy. This is represented in the quantitative results in this 
study where pilgrims expected more from their visit such as spiritual or physical healing. 
Furthermore, they were more likely to be affected by the spiritual elements at the sites, 
whether they are tangible, such as the view at Mt Nebo, the Cave, and the Jordan River, or 
the sense of spirituality in general. In addition, the interviews support the idea that pilgrims 
behaved differently from the other types of visitors owing to their religious motivation. 
 
Indeed, the idea of visiting pilgrimage destinations, more specifically those with high 
religious values such as the case study sites, helps pilgrims to be psychologically refreshed 
(Blackwell, 2007; Raj & Morpeph 2007). Terms such as “cried” and “I am a new person” 
were common amongst pilgrims’ interviews in the present study. For instance, Sarah, a 
Christian13pilgrim to Bethany, says: 
 
I came here to see the place of Jesus baptism, I ‘cried’ a lot when I saw it, the lord suffered 
for us…I feel refreshed now. 
 
Along with her, Paul a pilgrim to Mt Nebo also says: 
 
I came here to ask God for his forgiveness… now I feel that I am a new person. 
 
Pilgrims believed that they would achieve spiritual betterment after the visit. For instance, 
the concept of ‘purification’ was common amongst pilgrims’ expectations as an outcome 
from their pilgrimage. This result is important since it supports Hrahasheh’s (2009) 
argument that faith-based visitors make a journey to a destination related to their religion 
so that they can resolve tension and attain a sensible balance of their psychological needs. 
An interview with Elizabeth, a Christian pilgrim to Bethany refers to this fact: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13 In this study some visitors identified themselves as pilgrims although they came from different religious 
affiliations such as Hindus and Buddhist. 
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Am so lucky to be here, I feel that it is a good chance to ‘improve’ my religious belief. God 
sacrificed for us and if we ‘pray all the time we will not pay him back’. It is a beautiful day 
especially after I swam in the Jordan River I feel that am ‘purified’ from sins and my life 
is refreshed now. 
 
In line with Elizabeth, Noor who is a Christian pilgrim to Bethany as well, states that: 
 
Today I came here to see the place where Jesus the lord was baptized; it is a sacred place 
with a miracle. I want to pray to Allah (God) to ‘purify’ myself and cure my weak knees. 
 
The results of this study support the arguments that pilgrims are affected by spirituality 
from the commencement of the pilgrimage and have high expectations after they visit a 
religious heritage site (Blackwell, 2007; Voase, 2007; Bond, 2013). Nonetheless, the study 
interestingly showed that some pilgrims felt that they were incompetent and they needed 
to improve their religious beliefs. The quantitative results of this study prove it as some 
pilgrims rated themselves with low strength of religious belief (see tables 1,1 and 2 app. 4- 
6). Thus, pilgrims who rated themselves with low strength of religious belief could be more 
religious than those of non-pilgrim tourists who rated themselves with a moderate or even 
strong religious belief. 
 
These powerful emotional connections between pilgrims and the case study sites appeared 
in certain practices that distinguished pilgrims from other types of visitors. For instance, 
the site observation at Bethany shows that some pilgrims choose to suffer for the sake of 
God. In fact, the search for austerity is one of the greatest differences between pilgrims’ 
experiences and those of other types of visitors at the three sites. For example, Cathy who 
is a Christian pilgrim to Bethany says: 
 
I crawled all the way between the pools where Jesus was baptized to the Jordan River 
asking God to provide me with wisdom and compassion and help me to act in accordance 
with his will. 
 
Unlike the pilgrims who were motivated by spirituality from the beginning of the journey, 
secular tourists’ experiences of spirituality were instantaneous without a preconceived idea 
of experiencing spirituality at the site (see  Wasfi’s  interview  below).  Visitors have 
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preconceived understandings of the site which they visit. Thus, a pilgrim at pilgrimage sites 
knows what it is to be a pilgrim. Moreover, he/she has a preconceived idea about the 
religious meaning that the sacred site has (Belhassen et al., 2008; Bond, 2013). That is why,  
in the present study, secular tourists, in general, tend to choose the sense of spirituality in 
as something special at the sites, while pilgrims choose religious features such as the cave, 
the Jordan River and the view at the case study sites. This is due to the fact that pilgrims are 
more likely to understand the underlined spiritual meanings of these features. 
 
According to Calvo (1971), people who are traveling to a destination are not always 
interested in the natural places or the relaxation services in them; however, they are trying 
to “leap over the walls of their own cultural, intellectual, and spiritual ghettos’’ (p. 9). This 
caused Smith (1992) to argue that distinguishing whether a visitor is a pilgrim or secular is 
something difficult, predominantly since visitors’ motivations are related to psychological 
desires, which are subject to change while they are onsite. For instance, some secular 
tourists in this study changed from being secular visitors to those who were interested in 
the spiritual aspects of the site. This result is important since it indicates the ability of 
religious heritage sites to provide various types of visitors with transformative experiences. 
These arguments are supported by two interviews. Wasfi, who is a secular tourist at the 
Cave, says: 
 
I came here with my family to have lunch and enjoy the weekend. However, after I saw the 
graves inside the cave, I felt different a feeling full of awe and respect… 
 
Accordingly, Mark, who is a secular tourist in Mt Nebo, states that: 
 
The view meant something different for me after I know it is the place where Moses and 
the Israelite tribes witnessed the promised lands for the first time … 
 
The quantitative results indicate that religious tourists were more likely (48% in the three 
sites) to choose tangible elements at the sites as something special. This includes the 
mosque at the Cave, the view and church at Mt Nebo, and the Church at Bethany. This 
occurs because religious tourists are motivated to learn about sites related to their religion. 
Furthermore, such tangible elements provide them with means where they can see and touch 
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their religious tradition. This is revealed in an interview with Wafa who is a religious tourists 
at the Cave: 
 
I came here because this site is mentioned in the Quran… I want to know about it and to 
see the cave where the seven sleepers slept for hundreds of years. 
 
Religious and secular tourists were less emotional and expected less than their pilgrims 
counterparts; accordingly, the results showed that pilgrims appeared with stronger religious 
motivation which affected their behaviours and expectations at the three sites; however, 
the spiritual influence on both secular and religious tourists cannot be ignored. 
 
Religious Tourism as an Educational Experience 
 
Pilgrims shared some interests with the other types of visitors, such as their need to learn 
about the sites. Shackley (2008) recommends that churches themselves accept the 
responsibility for educating their followers about their religious traditions, since religious 
history teachings are not common in Europe. Indeed, the site observation revealed that most 
of the European pilgrims (which represented the majority of pilgrims in this study) were 
accompanied by a priest during their journey; and this explains why the large majority of 
them were satisfied with their tour guide (see tables 41, 40, 50 App. 4-6). 
 
Rinschede (1992, p. 52) hypothesizes that “a journey may have several motivations and 
other subordinate goals”. Some of these goals from his perspective are to learn about 
others’ cultures. However, Bond (2013) argues that one of greatest areas in which pilgrims 
and non-pilgrim tourists are different is in their cognitive experiences at religious heritage 
sites. He states that learning or understanding new things appeals to secular visitors more 
than pilgrims. Secular visitors attempt to achieve self-satisfaction via learning, while 
pilgrims achieve self-satisfaction by means of practicing their religious beliefs. To some 
extent, the results reported in this study support Bond’s argument that visitors seek to fulfil 
their psychological needs through learning about the cultural and historical values of the 
site. Nonetheless, pilgrims in this study were more interested in learning about local 
cultures at the case study sites than other types of visitors. According to the quantitative 
results, 46.3% of pilgrims who stated that they would like to stay longer in the three case 
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study sites were interested in learning about local cultures, compared to 33.3% and 42.3% 
of religious and secular tourists respectively. This is supported by the research interviews 
as well. For instance, Sophie who is a Christian pilgrim to the Cave states that: 
 
I have seen some locals on my way to the site they look different from those in France. One 
of them is an old lady with tattoos on her face, she is wearing a long black dress with 
flowers on it, I think it is her traditional custom… I would love to know more about her 
and the people who lives around the site. 
 
In line with her, Francis, who is a Christian pilgrim to Mt Nebo, declares: 
 
The most beautiful thing I have seen here is how the artisans make the mosaic paintings. I 
managed to have a chat with one of them, he told me that Madaba is the mosaic city in 
Jordan… I would like to know more about this city… 
 
Visitors desire to experience the religious/heritage authenticity which is represented in the 
architecture of the sites. Moreover, local traditions appear as one of the greatest shared 
experiences amongst the group visitors. Cohen (2006) recognizes the importance of 
sustaining authenticity in visitors’ experiences. He argues that authentic sites affect visitors 
cognitively, such as in increased knowledge, affective effects (e.g., enhanced feelings of 
attachment or commitment), or behavioural effects (e.g., practice of religious rituals, 
involvement with local community), and the return to the site. This argument is supported 
by interviews of this study. For instance, Edward who is a secular tourist at Mt Nebo states 
that: 
 
I came here to see this ‘archaeological’ site… everything here, stones, architectures and 
walls tell you a story that goes back thousands of years…It was interesting how the tour 
guide talk about Moses and the Promised Land… am glad that I and my son learn about 
this site... 
 
In agreement with him, Sawsana, who is a secular tourist at the Cave, also states: 
 
Am glad that the maintenance at the site did not reach the cave … it is better to keep it 
authentic without human intervention 
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Cohen (2006, p. 78) argues that the informal education that is represented in religious 
heritage sites is “a means through which visitors can engage in identity information and 
(re)engagement”. Visitors’ engagement through interpretation of the site helps them to 
reconnect with their religious and/or cultural identities in a way which is both intellectually 
and spiritually fulfilling (Bond, 2013).This is affected by the interpretation system of the 
site that is represented in signs and tour guides. This indicates the heritage and spiritual 
significance of the sites. An interview with Michael who is a secular tourist at Mt Nebo 
supports this argument: 
 
After going through the information signs and hearing our tour guide talking about this 
archaeological site, I know how important it is in my religion… it is associated with a very 
famous story in the Bible… 
 
Accordingly, Farah who is also a secular tourist at Bethany states: 
 
Am not a pilgrim, even am not that religious, however today I am ‘happy’ because I ‘learn’ 
something about the place of Jesus baptism, if somebody ask me about it (she means the 
site) I can say something…. It does not look good if somebody ask me about a site related 
to my religion and I cannot answer… 
 
In line with Farah, Tony who is a pilgrim to Mt Nebo declares: 
 
This site is very important in my religion, I always wanted to know about Moses journey 
and visit the place where he witnessed the Promised Land and died…after the prayer our 
priest narrates the story of Moses I imagined how Moses lived at that time, it was very 
interesting for me… 
 
In fact, the results of this study support the arguments that authenticity of sites is a crucial 
element that attracts visitors to religious heritage sites, and it affects their experiences, such 
as the level to which visitors are spiritually and culturally satisfied (Kasim, 2011). This is 
certainly highly influenced by the information system at the site. This information system 
is represented by the information signs and tour guides who perform as site educators and 
have the ability to connect visitors spiritually and culturally to the site (Olsen, 2006). 
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Visitors’ Sense of Ownership 
 
Religious heritage sites which are culturally connected with visitors usually provide them 
with spiritual experience related to their sense of ownership and past memories (Shackley, 
2001; Poria & Airey, 2003). Interpreting the cultural heritage of a site for local tourists can 
stimulate a greater understanding, which may transcend into the feeling of pride and 
patriotism (Cohen, 2006; Kasim, 2011).This is supported by the research interviews. For 
instance, Fawzi who is a domestic visitor at Bethany states: 
 
After hearing the tour guide talking about the ‘historical’ significance of Bethany, I felt so 
‘proud’ to be Jordanian. Jordan has many ‘heritage’ sites that mean a lot to the world. 
 
Accordingly, Qasim, who is a domestic tourist at the Cave, also states: 
 
When I was child I use to come here with my father who told me once that the cave has 
graves for seven believers. I did not know at that time whether they were Christians or 
Muslims. However, some of our elderly said that when it is quiet a person can hear the 
people of the cave talking to each other. 
 
Conveying local traditions to tourists may stimulate interest amongst them towards the host 
heritage, which is reflected in tangible positive practices such as the preservation of ancient 
monuments, local arts, and traditions (Malhotra et al., 1997). The quantitative results of the 
research indicate that although the majority of the visitors in this study did not interact with 
locals, a predominant portion of them claimed that they would like to volunteer in the local 
community if they stayed longer at the sites (see tables 15, 15, 13 App. 4-6). 
 
According to Derrett (1996), a crucial aspect for sustaining religious and cultural values in 
sacred sites is meeting the needs and values of the residents in their communities and in 
their relationships with visitors. Uriely et al., (2003, p. 80) also hypothesize that “residents 
whose religious and cultural heritage is positively portrayed by the tourism destination 
would be more likely to support tourism development than would those whose religious 
and cultural heritage is ignored”. On the other hand, interviews with the managers of the 
sites in this study show that they focus their management plans on attracting international 
tourists, particularly Europeans and Americans; they pay little attention to domestic visitors  
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and the local communities. Concepts such as “promote the site in Europe and America”, 
“make ‘international’ tourists stay longer”, and “improve the infrastructure of the site” 
were common amongst site managers’ interviews in the three sites. Indeed, according to 
recent statistics, local tourism offset the drawbacks of tourism which happened because 
many international tourists stopped visiting the Middle East after the Arab Uprising 
(UNWTO, 2012). This highlights the importance of local tourism and the need to pay due 
attention to local tourism since it is less affected by political conditions compared to the 
international tourism. Hence, site managers need to target local tourists in their site 
management and promotion (UNWTO, 2012). For instance, they could distribute 
brochures that promote tourist sites locally and employ tour guides to help locals to 
understand the meaning of the sites they visit. 
 
The importance of preserving the local cultures and promoting the Jordanian sites for local 
tourists has been emphasised by the Jordanian National Tourism Strategy (JNTS), which 
has been lunched by the Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities in Jordan. Apart from 
promoting Jordan as a tourist destination, the JNTS is likewise concerned with keeping the 
natural and social values of the country and enhancing the local domestic industry. 
Nevertheless, it is noteworthy to mention that strategies adopted by MOTA , JTB, and Royal 
Jordanian as the main bodies of tourism in Jordan, are chiefly focusing on promoting 
Jordan and its products for international tourists, particularly Europeans since they 
represent the main income of tourist industry in Jordan  (see Chapter 4, part: II). 
 
Managers and Site Engagement 
 
The study interestingly indicates that the management plans at the case study sites were 
different, and were affected by the nature of their site managers (e.g., clergy or secular). 
With the exception of those at the Cave, site managers did not indicate activities which 
stimulate domestic and international engagements such as establishing traditional festivals 
that show the local identity. Nevertheless, site managers at the Cave highlighted the 
importance of engaging locals with visitors so as to improve the tourism industry in the 
site. Accordingly, Sheikh Mohammad, the manager of the site, states: 
 
I informed the people in charge in the Ministry of Awqaf and Islamic affairs that we need 
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to establish a market that shows the local traditions of the region. In this market visitors 
will ‘engage’ with locals and they will be more exposed to the local traditions and even 
take part in it. 
 
It is noteworthy to mention that 56.1% of visitors with tour guides at the Cave were 
unhappy with their performance. As mentioned earlier, the Imam is the only person who is 
in charge of the interpretation of the site. Thus, visitors, who were predominantly 
Christians, felt that their religious culture was ignored by the information system of the 
site. Cohen (2006) suggests that each religious site has its own characteristics, norms, and 
values; as a result, the image of such sites are relying on visitors' amount of information 
about their religion, and on the interpretation provided by guides and informants at the site. 
This is indicated in an interview with Sahar who is a Christian religious tourist at the Cave: 
 
I thought that I will see some Christian symbols at the site, but obviously there is nothing 
here which indicates the Christian identity that the site has or used to have… 
 
The Franciscans in Mt Nebo had different perspectives about the site development 
compared to their secular counterparts in Bethany. The interviews of this research with site 
managers at Mt Nebo revealed that the main concern of the managers of the site is to 
enhance the religious experience in the site. Accordingly, Bro Fabian (manager of Mt 
Nebo) in answering the question, “how does he see the site after five or ten years from 
now?” states that: 
 
The Franciscans (who are in charge of the site) are preparing and expanding the church 
and the site’s facilities, such as bathrooms and the museum and hopefully after five or ten 
years the site’s visitors will be more comfortable while they making their ‘’religious 
practice’’.. 
 
Site managers at Mt Nebo were more concerned with enhancing the religious experience; 
and, they put little emphasis on developing facilities such as restaurants and or hotels which 
generally appeal to visitors. This may explain why secular tourists at Mt Nebo were less 
apt to stay longer in comparison with secular visitors at the other case study sites (table 15, 
15, 13 App. 4-6). Although preserving the religious aspects at religious heritage sites is 
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crucial to keep them authentic for both faith-based and secular tourists, such sites still need 
to have various features to attract visitors with different motivations as much as possible 
(Beeho & Prentic, 1997; Kasim, 2011). For instance, the quantitative results of this study 
indicate that 12% of ‘pilgrims’ at Mt Nebo stated that restaurants need to be added to the 
site. This result is highly important since it highlights another shared orientation between 
faith- based and secular tourists, which is the need to relax and to enjoy a good meal. 
 
The Franciscans were less prone to support secular-oriented development since they felt 
that such development might degrade the religious authenticity at the site. Indeed, in many 
religious places a clash between the motivations of the clergy managers and site 
development is likely to exist (Shackley, 2003). Corresponding to that, some religious 
authorities believe that tourism operations, particularly those which involve modern 
technologies, may have negative socio-cultural impacts on religious heritage sites 
(Shackley, 2003). For instance, after asking him whether he supports the idea of 
establishing more services at or around Mt Nebo, Bro Fabian states: 
 
This site is a sacred site and it should remain like that… 
 
Site managers of Bethany tend to be concerned with both secular and religious aspects of 
the site. All the major decisions at Bethany are taken by the Commission of the Baptism 
Site, which is a secular organisation. For instance, after asking him how he sees the site 
after five or ten years, Mr. Dia Madani, the manager of the Baptism site, states that: 
 
Recently there are ten churches under construction in Bethany beside two monasteries and 
a guest house, which are funded by donations from orthodox churches in Russia. We (site 
managers) also allocated 350, 000 sq meters from the site’s space for external investments 
such as hotels, restaurants and visitor centers. This tender will be announced in the 
national newspapers in both languages Arabic, English, and it will bring local and 
foreigner investments, and investors can renew their contracts every 30 years and for two 
times. 
 
Sites’ Authenticity and Visitors’ Interactions 
 
Previous scholars suggest that pilgrims’ experiences are different from those of other types 
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of visitors. Thus, sacred sites should not function in a secular way (Pfaffenberger, 1983; 
Diagance, 2003; Collins-Kreiner, 2010). In his research, Bond (2013) raises the issue that 
scholars such as Shackley (2002) portrayed pilgrims and secular tourists as different types 
of visitors. In addition, Bond highlights how Shackley refers to these two types as the “us” 
versus the “them”. Nevertheless, he indicates that such assumptions are inaccurate since 
visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites are not incongruous. For instance, he noticed 
that most secular visitors in his study shared interests in interacting with pilgrims, and most 
visitors, irrespective of motivations, had recognized the spiritual and cultural meanings of 
the English Cathedrals during their visit. 
 
The results of this study support Bond’s (2013) argument that the pilgrimage experience 
complements rather than contradicts the tourist experience. In fact, the qualitative results 
of this study showed that secular tourists were willing to interact with worshippers during 
their religious experience. Accordingly, Adam who is a Hindu tourist at Mt Nebo states: 
 
I like to watch these people practicing their religious belief, lighting candles and praying 
to God, I want to share their experiences and light a candle for my family and myself…. 
 
In line with him, Daniel, who is an atheist at Bethany, also states: 
 
The site being associated with a well-known figure (he means Jesus), and seeing the calm 
and happy faces of worshippers while they are practicing their religious belief touch my 
feelings… 
 
This result is highly important as it supports arguments that collective activities provide 
visitors, irrespective of motivations, with transformative experiences (Smith, 1992; Badone 
& Roseman, 2002; Tomasi, 2002; Voase, 2007). 
 
Engelhadrt (2007) considers giving tourists the opportunity to participate in the religious 
activities and to experience the religious and cultural aspects at religious heritage sites as 
key approaches to provide authentic rather than staged or reconstructed experience. This 
indicates that site managers do not need to keep their visitors in a ‘bubble’; however, they 
can start to establish means by which visitors can interact with locals and each other. This is 
applicable in various ways such as direct participation of visitors in public events and    
188  
festivals, establishing restaurants serving ethnic delicacies, and through virtual 
reconstructions like museums and interpretive centres, as well as performances exclusively 
designed to be staged for a discerning audience (Engelhardt, 2007). 
 
Observation and interviews at the sites show that visitors’ engagement at the case study 
sites was in harmony and could be described as a liminal rather than contested one. As it 
was discussed in Chapter Two, liminality is a state of sharing experience such as the sense 
of spirituality (Van Gennep, 1960; Turner, 1977). Nevertheless, this sense of liminality may 
result in communitas which indicates the social bond that occurs among visitors and brings 
them closer (Turner, 1977). The interviews of the present study indicate that visitors 
undergo a liminal experience at the case study sites affected by being together. For instance, 
Karim who is a religious tourist at Mt Nebo states that: 
 
Being here with all these people at the place where Moses died and buried make ‘us’ 
special and lucky am sure that there are many people envy ‘us’ for this opportunity. 
 
Pilgrims were also interested in engaging with visitors at the site. For instance, George who 
is a pilgrim at the Cave states that: 
 
I met different people while am waiting at the main gate to see the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers. I even exchanged my facebook account with one of them. 
 
The sense of liminality at the site brings visitors together although they have different 
motivational and cultural backgrounds. This has been highlighted by Badone and Roseman 
(2002) who contend that interaction between people may transcend their differences and 
generate a sense of togetherness, which is also could be described as spiritual. Indeed, the 
sense of ‘togetherness’ at the case study sites of this study led many visitors who did not 
have cultural and religious connections with the sites to feel that they shared the religious 
experience with worshippers. For instance, 31.4% of those who identified themselves as 
Buddhist, Hindu, Other, and None (without religious affiliation) considered themselves as 
pilgrims in the three sites. This is affected by the environment at these religious heritage 
sites where visitors are subject to the influence of spirituality via the religious and cultural 
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significance of the sites and via tourists’ interactions with each other (Smith, 1992; 
Zuckerman, 2011; Kasim, 2011). 
 
Kaelber (2002) emphasizes the importance of religious tourism for intensifying the social 
coherence among people. He states that “a sense of community is usually occurring amongst 
religious tourists when they make a religious journey” (p. 52). Indeed, visitors, who 
participate in the spiritual and cultural traditions associated with specific religions and 
pilgrimage sites are the key forces beside faith that drive the growth of religion and 
pilgrimage (Kasim, 2011). Furthermore, in some cases, the social bond among visitors at 
religious heritage sites is so powerful that some onlookers also experience spontaneous 
trance states, which are manifested by screams, shouts, or wild dancing (Kasim, 2011). 
This is supported by the quantitative results of the research where most visitors, whether 
they were secular or faith-based, indicated an interest in the religious features of the site 
(e.g., place of Jesus’ baptism, the Cave, and the view where Moses witnessed the promised 
lands), and took part in the religious experience. Accordingly, Sam who is a secular visitor 
at Bethany states: 
 
Am not religious, but it is so amusing to see some religious people jumping in the Jordan 
River to purify themselves from sins. It was so tempting that I could not help not to try it 
myself 
 
Taking that into consideration, Rachael, who is a secular visitor at Mt Nebo, also states: 
 
Seeing people lighting candles for themselves and their beloved ones give me a strange 
feeling full of spirituality, although their wishes may not become true but it is a sign of 
good feelings. That is why I light a candle and make wishes for my family. 
 
These results are highly significant because they contradict Collins-Kreiner's (2010) 
suggestion that pilgrims and non-pilgrim tourists should be kept separated at religious 
heritage sites. Thus, the results of this study support Bond’s (2013) claim that the division 
of pilgrims and other visitors would have a detrimental impact on the overall visitor 
experience for secular tourists, particularly since many of the secular tourists in this study 
enjoyed interacting with worshippers at the site. Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning that 
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site observation at Bethany indicates that during the baptism ceremonies the tour guide or 
the priest would announce that a religious event is about to happen. Accordingly, non-
pilgrim tourists would make a distance between them and pilgrims. In addition, in the case 
of Mt Nebo, non-pilgrim tourists should wait outside the church until the mass is finished. 
This could be the main reason why none of the pilgrims in this study show that he/she was 
disturbed by non-pilgrim actions. 
 
Returning to the Divergence/Convergence Dichotomy 
 
The ongoing debate as to whether pilgrims are limited to spiritual motivated travellers or 
whether they can take various forms which are not necessarily related to religion was 
highlighted in the literature review of this study. Scholars who studied this issue are divided 
into two main groups namely, divergence and convergence. Divergence scholars believe 
that pilgrims’ experiences are different from the other types of visitors at sacred sites 
(Robinson, 1997; Margry, 2008). Convergence advocates suggest that pilgrims can be of 
various types not necessarily related to religion (Collins-Kreiner, 2006; Kaelber, 2006). 
The findings which were reported in this study support Smith (1992) and Bond’s (2013) 
findings that pilgrims should not be separated from other types of visitors. All visitors share 
interest in the site history, culture, spirituality, interacting, and belonging. For instance, 
most visitors who were accompanied by a tour guide at the site sought an educational 
experience; they considered the site as a heritage site. Moreover, they experienced a sense 
of spirituality affected by the nature of the sites as religious heritage sites and/or affected 
by their cultural and/or religious backgrounds. Nevertheless, there were some differences 
which were distinct among the three motivational group experiences. These differences 
were affected by their motivations and preconceived ideas about the sites. 
 
Bond (2013) supports the notion that pilgrimage is a form of tourism since pilgrims’ 
orientations overlap with those of non-pilgrims. Consequently, he suggests that a religious 
heritage site can be sacred as well as secular simultaneously. Bond modified a theoretical 
model based on a series of overlapping visitor orientations. This model was first introduced 
by Falassi (1987) who referred to religious heritage sites as a ‘time out of time’. Falassi 
contends that religious heritage sites provide visitors with time to be psychologically  
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refreshed, change their daily routine and be connected to spiritual aspects that they are not used to 
experiencing in their surrounded environments. This model is based on the idea that visitors’ 
socialisation, background and religious knowledge affect their experiences at religious heritage 
sites. Based on the results of the current research, the following is a model that re-imagines the 
pilgrim/tourist model  proposed by the works of Falassi (1987) and Bond (2013, p. 198). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8.1: A model conceptualises the visitor experience at religious heritage sites. 
 
The journey for pilgrims was part of the spiritual experience. Furthermore, pilgrims 
possessed powerful motivation. Thus, they knew what it meant to be a pilgrim. They 
expected to be connected with the sacredness and achieve forgiveness, spiritual growth 
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and, in some cases physical healing after the visit. They were more cathartic and 
emotionally connected with the spiritual elements at the case study sites. Thus, this was 
represented by certain practices such as their need to suffer for the sake of God. 
Nevertheless, they were also interested in participating in secular elements in the sites and 
interacting with other visitors irrespective of motivations. Thus, perceiving pilgrimage as 
a different type of travel is inaccurate. On the other hand, pilgrims require special attention 
in site management, such as ensuring the religious identity and site interpretation which 
can help pilgrims to connect with the sacredness and achieve the spiritual betterment that 
they are looking for. 
 
Religious tourists were similar to secular tourists since both were seeking for a 
transformative experience at the case study sites, but religious tourists' motivations were 
related to their religion. They were more interested in the architecture of the sites because 
this represents their religious traditions. Even though religious tourists were motivated by 
religion, their motivations appeared to be weaker than their pilgrim counterparts. On the 
other hand, it is noteworthy to mention  that the number of religious tourists in this study 
is very little (2% in the three sites) compared to the other types of visitors. Hence, the 
results of the present study may not be reliable for this type of visitor. 
 
Secular tourists were more apt to visit the sites for educational and enjoyment purposes. 
Furthermore, they were more interested in secular elements such as the need for hotels, 
restaurants, and so on. Nevertheless, they showed interests in the spiritual elements of the 
site as well, but, their sense of spirituality could be described as an instantaneous response 
rather than being preconceived. 
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Summary 
 
The current study supports the notion that separating pilgrims from non-pilgrim visitors is 
inappropriate since pilgrims share interest in learning about the site and engaging with the 
secular and religious aspects of the sites and their visitors. Secular visitors correspondingly 
find benefit in visiting a site where pilgrims are present. This indicates that religious 
heritage sites can function both secularly and religiously. It contradicts divergence scholars 
such as Shackley (2001; 2008), and Diagance (2003), who believe that the pilgrim 
experience is different from that of the other types of non-pilgrims; and, thus, pilgrims 
should be separated from the other types of visitors. Nonetheless, pilgrims in this study were 
distinguished from the other types of visitors by certain characteristics like their powerful 
spiritual motivation, and their high expectations. 
 
Secular tourists were affected by an instantaneous sense of spirituality at the site. 
Moreover, they were more likely to be satisfied at sites which were managed by secular 
managers because such managers met their expectations via their site management plans 
better than clerical managers. The majority of secular tourists were motivated by knowledge 
purposes to visit the sites and they perceived the sites as heritage sites. 
 
Religious tourists were generally motivated to see the architecture of the sites which was 
related to their religion. The research findings and site observation revealed that religious 
tourists’ experiences were more similar to those of secular visitors compared to those of 
pilgrims. On the other hand, they were less emotional compared to pilgrims in this study. 
 
Preserving the site authenticity was a common interest amongst all the group visitors. 
According to the results of the current study, the preservation of the religious/heritage 
authenticity is important for both pilgrims and non-pilgrims. Visitors, irrespective of 
motivations, tended to experience the religious and heritage values of the sites via 
interacting with worshippers and via experiencing tangible elements of the sites which have 
spiritual meanings. Furthermore, they showed interest in interacting with the local 
community and the site through learning about their local cultures and through 
volunteering in the local community. Nonetheless, the management team, which is  
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responsible for the site management and interpretation, strongly affected visitors’ 
engagement with the local community of the site and the site itself. 
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CHAPTER NINE: IMPLICATIONS FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF 
RELIGIOUS HERITAGE SITES 
Introduction 
 
This chapter is divided into two parts. The objective of the first part is to focus on 
conceptualizing the visitor management approach, its history, and implementation to 
visitors and tourist destinations. In this section, the researcher also critically examine a 
range of visitor management models/approaches in the light of collected data. The visitor 
management models and approaches that will be discussed are the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS), Tourism Opportunity Spectrum (TOS), Visitor Impact Management 
Framework (VIM), Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC), Visitor Activity Management 
Plan (VAMP), Sustainable Tourism Development (STD), Visitor Experience and Resource 
Protection (VERP), and Tourism Optimisation  Management Model (TOMM). 
 
The second part focuses on exploring Total Quality Management (TQM) as an alternative 
model for better management of the visitor experience at religious heritage sites. In doing 
so, this part includes definitions of TQM, theories and applications in the manufacturing 
and service industries. 
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 PART I:  VISITOR MANAGEMENT 
 
Introduction 
 
This part directs its attention at conceptualising visitor management in terms of its 
establishment, models and approaches. In addition. it investigates the advantages and 
disadvantages of a number of well-studied management approaches and models in terms of 
managing the visitor experience at religious heritage sites. 
 
Conceptualising the Visitor management approach 
 
Visitor management is mainly concerned with the process of tracking the usage or the level 
of utility of a public site or building (Arnberger et al., 2012). The site may be a well- 
protected site, a tourist site, or a religious site (Poria et al., 2003). The process of tracking 
and monitoring is typically done by collecting information from the visitors and by 
observing the operations within the site and then conducting appropriate documentation 
processes (Arnberger et al., 2012). Because of the type of information being gathered in a 
typical visitor management operation, visitor management has been largely associated with 
site management operations such as site security and access control mechanisms 
(Arnberger et al., 2012). 
 
Concerning the tourism sector, more specifically in naturally-protected sites, visitor 
management plays an important role in maintaining and protecting the ecological qualities 
and sustainability of such sites (Candrea & Ispas, 2009). A well-managed natural site can 
be a stable source of funding and business opportunities for the local community (Candrea 
& Ispas, 2009). From a visitor’s perspective, a well-managed site can lead to a more 
worthwhile site visit, be it a hotel, a tourist, or a religious heritage site (Shackley, 2003). 
 
The tracking mechanisms used in older visitor management systems were much simpler 
than they are today. Historically, visitor management system processes were conducted 
using pen and paper (Lawson et al., 2003). In this old pen and paper system, the visitors 
had to log in and out of the site upon their arrival to and exit from the site respectively, 
stating the reason for the visit, and the time in and out at all times (Lawson et al., 2003). 
The advantage of this traditional visitor management system is that it is simple and the 
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resources and time required to train site employees are not extensive (Lawson et al., 2003; 
Casadesus et al., 2010). 
 
The pen and paper cycle became obsolete once the computers were invented and introduces 
to the scope of research. Computer- based visitor management systems were developed. 
The objectives remained the same, but the method of information input changed 
(Mylonopoulos et al.,2011). Computer-based visitor management systems use computer 
networks to record and monitor visitor information (Mylonopoulos et al.,2011; Lawson et 
al., 2003). The use of digital video, photo, and basic computer processes has also greatly 
improved the efficiency and effectiveness of visitor management systems (Mill, 2007). An 
example of advanced computer usage in the visitor management process is the computer 
simulation model which has been applied to capacity problems, in order to avoid crowding 
at destinations, primarily at natural reserve areas (Lawson et al., 2003). For instance, a 
person who uses a computer simulation model may check the number of groups that he/she 
may encounter at a particular trail or site. 
 
The most commonly noted downsides of these newer methods include a larger price tag for 
implementation, and longer time for training site employees to be familiarised with using 
the system (Lawson et al., 2003). Computer-based visitor management systems are 
continuously improved and visitor management software solutions were developed. They 
replaced the basic computer processes that older computer-based management systems 
were limited to with more complex and advanced computer processes (Mylonopoulos et 
al.,2011). Modern computer-based visitor management software solutions typically 
involve three fundamental processes namely, visitor registration, visitor identity tracking, 
and reporting functionality and other miscellaneous functions (Lawson et al., 2003). 
Modern visitor management solutions are capable of tracking visitor information faster and 
much more efficiently than older systems (Mylonopoulos et al., 2011). In the tourism 
sector, the tourist site itself serves as the capital of the business (Koc, 2006; Rinschede, 
1992). Thus, it is the job of the site manager to make sure that this capital is protected and 
maintained (Shackley, 2003). One of the major uses of visitor management systems, 
particularly the modern ones, is in tourist site protection, maintenance, and sustainability 
promotion  (Weiler & Croy, 2013). Through tracking information  from  the visitors   and 
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whether they are complying to the rules and policies in a particular tourist destination, site 
managers can have greater active control in protecting and managing tourist sites (Weiler 
& Croy, 2013). 
 
Candrea and Ispas (2009) propose that visitor management should be considered an 
important tool in management of protected and recreational areas as increasing use levels 
can generally be associated with negative impacts on the quality of recreational experiences 
as well as the integrity of the natural resources in any particular site. In order for site 
managers to fully and directly manage the sustainability and maintenance of protected areas 
or tourist sites within acceptable ecological and social carrying capacities, they will need 
to monitor the number of visitors going to the site daily, the leisure activities and behavior. 
Furthermore, they need to understand the motivations and expectations of the visitors 
(Weiler & Croy, 2013; Candrea & Ispas, 2009; Lawson et al., 2003). The information that 
can be gathered from the collection of data from visitors may similarly be used by the site 
managers to improve the current policies in the tourist site, and in improving the possible 
leisure and recreational activities in the site (Dumitras, 2012). The same ideas may 
correspondingly be applied to religious heritage sites (Constantino, 2013). 
 
Visitor Management practices can be employed in management planning, in controlling 
the number of visitors arriving every day, in limiting their activities, and finally in anything 
that would help the site manager manage the sustainability, maintenance and protection of 
the religious heritage site (Driver et al., 2003; Mylonopoulos et al.,2011). For instance, a 
study by Constantino (2013) indicated that the main reason why visitors go to a religious 
heritage site is the religious and or spiritual appeal of the site and, to some extent, for 
ordinary recreational and leisure purposes. Constantino’s findings are similar to the 
findings of the current research where most visitors were influenced by the sense of 
spirtuality at the case study sites. There is an indicator in religious heritage site visits called 
MTE or Memorable Tourism Experiences. Constantino recommends that these MTEs be 
used to determine visitor satisfaction upon their visit on a religious heritage site. Results of 
the study suggested that religious site managers should focus on creating conditions for 
visitors to meditate, learn, and escape from the daily routine. On the other hand, they should 
avoid becoming overly commercialised and too noisy, which is a usual occurrence in most 
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modern tourist sites (Constantino, 2013). Making sure that the visitors at a religious 
heritage site enjoy their stay by satisfying their spiritual and leisure expectations can greatly 
contribute to their positive perception and evaluation of the services in the religious 
heritage site (Constantino, 2013; Dumitras, 2012). 
 
A number of management models and approaches have been established to manage 
visitors’ experiences at tourist destinations. These include: Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS), Tourism Opportunity Spectrum (TOS), Visitor Impact Management 
Framework (VIM), Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC), Visitor Activity Management 
Plan (VAMP), Sustainable Tourism Development (STD), Visitor Experience and Resource 
Protection (VERP), and Tourism Optimisation Management Model (TOMM). These 
models/approaches were developed from national parks and protected research areas. They 
are designed to manage visitors’ access, their impacts on the fragile elements of the site 
and their expectations with the service (Dustin & McAvoy, 2008; Driver et al., 2003). 
 
The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum or ROS 
 
A recreation is an activity done for enjoyment when one is not working (Oxford, 2015). 
The recreation opportunity spectrum is mainly concerned with the degree and the 
maximum amount of recreation that can possibly be implemented in a specific site 
(Aukerman & Haas, 2004). It can deal with both tangible and intangible elements 
(Aukerman & Haas, 2004). The main purpose, in most cases, is finding a means to diversify 
the visitor’s experiences (Dustin & McAvoy, 2008). There are a number of practical and 
established ways of creating experience diversification. Two of these established ways are 
the identification of the different experience spectrums involved in the various possible 
activities that can be done at the site, and the various opportunities that the site may offer 
(Dustin & McAvoy, 2008; Butler & Waldbrook, 2003). For instance, in implementing this 
model for religious heritage sites, site managers need to ensure that the site has a variety 
of attractions that appeal to faith-based and secular visitors. These attractions may include, 
but are not limited to, churches/mosques/temples, gardens, playgrounds and a well- 
maintained site with proper facilities. This model is concerned with onsite  management, 
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the social interactions of the visitor with the site and with other visitors, and the 
acceptability of visitor impact and implementation (Dustin & McAvoy, 2008). 
 
In order to understand this visitor management model more clearly, it is helpful to know 
its roots and the rationale behind the establishment of such a model. ROS is based on the 
idea that visitors would expect a certain level or degree of change or development related 
to the character and experience of the site or the experience itself (Butler & Waldbrook, 
2003). This is why the key term in ROS is the recreation part. The visitor and site managers 
would, of course, not invest in creating a seemingly profitable version of a site together 
with all the current experience associated with it unless they know for a fact that visitors 
would want to see and experience something new in and about the site upon their next visit 
(Butler & Waldbrook, 2003; Constantino, 2013). 
 
In other words, the main reason behind the implementation of the general steps involved 
in ROS is to increase the quality of site and visitor management. Quite obviously, 
proponents of this visitor management model believe that one of the best ways to increase 
the quality of site and visitor management is to diversify the activities, opportunities, and 
experiences that the visitors may have by visiting the site (Dustin & McAvoy, 2008). When 
it comes to defining or setting the scope of what these sites it could be, it may be safe to 
say that these sites can be anything from natural to religious sites. For instance, in applying 
this model in religious heritage sites, site managers need to understand visitors’ 
expectations with the service and what they expect to see upon their next visit. 
Consequently, site managers would establish attractions that meet visitors’ expectations 
and make them stay longer. 
 
The ROS can mainly be considered as a means of determining and identifying the potential 
or the degree of diversity that a specific site may contain (Constantino, 2013). Undeniably, 
the premise here is that the higher the recreation potential a site contains, the more 
profitable investing with a development venture for that site would be (Aukerman & Haas, 
2004; Butler & Waldbrook, 2003). 
 
One of the most noticeable problems with this visitor management model is the fact that 
not all visitors have an identical taste when it comes to the variation or the development of 
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the experiences, services, and or opportunities that they may have (Candrea & Ispas, 2009) 
by, for instance, visiting a religious heritage site. The safest assumption that the site 
manager should make here is that not all visitors seek the same thing or things and so the 
greatest challenge in using this visitor management model would be to ensure that the 
proposed opportunities and activities should be well timed and scheduled, and specifically 
targeted to the social and environmental and other demographic data of their market 
population. Otherwise, conflicts would eventually result, especially when too many people 
with greatly varying interests, and activities that are improperly scheduled, occur all at the 
same time (Dustin & McAvoy, 2008). For instance, one of the most challenging aspects of 
using this visitor management model at religious heritage sites is to avoid a clash between 
pilgrims and secular visitors, especially since these two groups are likely to have different 
expectations at a sacred site. The recreation opportunity spectrum has, however, proven 
that overcoming these challenges can be very fruitful, as evidenced by the internationally 
recognized application of this model particularly in the natural areas and some of the most 
popular tourist destinations in Australia, New Zealand, United States, and Asia 
(Mylonopoulos et al.,2011; Dustin & McAvoy, 2008). The following is a sample series of 
steps indicating the basic application processes in Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: 
 
1. Brainstorming and identifying possible opportunities 
 
2. Defining the categories of the identified opportunities 
 
3. Estimation of the demand for such opportunities 
 
4. Assessment of the potential recreation capabilities of the areas and their possible or 
potential impact to visitor experience—which can indicate the focus on the tangible 
part of the visitor experience, using a resource capability analysis 
 
5. Identification of current patterns of site and visitor experience development and 
recreation provision 
 
6. Determination of where and how the different opportunities—basically the entire 
recreation plan, will be implemented, using the demand and capability data 
gathered from steps one to five. 
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7. Integration of results and recommendations from step six and starting analysis 
considering other aspects of visitor and/or site management that may be affected 
both positively and negatively by this project. 
 
8. Creating a list of possible alternative plans and steps should the initial 
implementation plan prove to be not feasible. 
 
9. Implementation of the chosen alternatives (Ammirati et al., 2004). 
 
Tourism Opportunity Spectrum (TOS) 
 
The tourism opportunity spectrum is a direct derivation of the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum. The two are similar in all aspects of visitor and site management, but the tourism 
opportunity spectrum is confined more to tourism principles (Huang & Confer, 2009). 
Basically, it is ROS that is applied in a tourism context. Unlike ROS, TOS is more 
concerned with tourism carrying capacity issues and site promotion (Huang & Confer, 
2009). It embraces two perspectives namely, the human perspective including visitors’ 
physical impacts on the architecture and other tangible features, and the availability of site 
infrastructure and facilities (Jacobi & Manning, 2006; Huang & Cofner, 2009). This 
includes the types of activities that can be done at the site, the types of activities that can 
be allowed and/or prohibited, and the types of facilities that can and should be established 
to promote tourism (Huang & Confer, 2009; Jacobi & Manning, 2006). 
 
Butler and Waldbrook (2003) discussed the importance and the impact of using the 
Tourism Opportunity Spectrum for planning newer and more updated developments in a 
natural tourist site. Tourism Opportunity Spectrum was operationally used in their paper 
as “a visitor management model based on Clarke and Stankey’s (1979) “Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum” and presents a framework for tourism development incorporating 
factors of accessibility in terms of transportation and marketing channels, characteristics 
of tourism infrastructure, degrees of social interaction between the hosts, guests, and 
crowds, other non-adventure uses, and acceptability of regimentation. In their work, the 
real life application of TOS was observed and scrutinized. The natural site in which the 
principles of the visitor management approach was applied was the Western Arctic in 
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Canada. According to the researchers, what fueled the development of TOS and led to its 
high level of popularity is correspondingly rapid and uncontrollable increase in the 
popularity of adventure, outdoor, and naturalist genre of travel that is paired with increased 
levels of globalisation, and the commercialisation of these travelling opportunities. 
 
Although TOS is basically a modified ROS, it is more concerned with the promotion of 
tourism and not with improving the variation and quality of opportunities and or 
experiences in a particular site (Huang & Confer, 2009). The starkest difference between 
these two visitor management approaches lies in the motivational force behind the 
approach. ROS is motivated by the idea that improving the experience-related factors of 
the visitors’ stay may improve the overall value of the site. The TOS is motivated by 
protecting the integrity of the sites and finding means by which sites are promoted for 
tourism purposes ( Huang & Confer, 2009; Butler & Waldbrook, 2003). Hence, TOS 
focuses more on the tangible aspects since it is more concerned with factual, actual, and 
trivial things or those that can be fed to the senses—those that the eyes can see, the skin 
can feel, and that can be heard by the ears. This model could be applied to religious heritage 
sites in terms of protecting their fragile features such as walls, buildings and other tangible 
features which may be affected by visitors’ activities ( Huang & Confer, 2009; Butler & 
Waldbrook, 2003). 
 
There is a term in the tourism industry called “quality tourism” which suggests that there 
is an ever present risk in tourism development that the capacity and number of tourist 
destinations both in social and environmental terms will at some time be exceeded, leading 
to a scenario wherein visitors will stop traveling in certain areas established for tourism 
(Huang & Confer, 2009). To state the matter differently, there will come a time where there 
will be an oversupply of natural tourist sites with a relatively stable number of tourists. The 
main principle behind quality tourism development is, as the name implies, establishing 
quality over other aspects of tourism development such as quantity. It involves the phases 
that limit and seriously controls the development of proposed natural tourist sites, and more 
importantly, selective marketing (Ramanauskienė & Narkus, 2009; Inskeep, 1987). 
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By implementing the Tourism Opportunity Spectrum, there can be a wider market 
penetration with greater compatibility in all of the six factors namely, access, other 
adventure uses, tourism plant, social interactions, acceptability of visitor impacts, and 
acceptability of regimentation (Huang & Confer, 2009; Inskeep, 1987). Aside from the 
diverse impact that the implementation of TOS can actually bring to a tourist enterprise or 
organisation, the fact that it can provide a useful and up-to-date means to propose changes, 
put those propositions in place, and know most, if not all, of the possible implications of 
such change propositions in advance and review them can all be considered as good selling 
points of this visitor management approach (Huang & Confer, 2009). 
 
What makes this visitor management model closely related to ROS is that it directly 
proposes a certain degree of change, which usually depends on the degree of improvement 
that was previously planned (Butler & Waldbrook, 2003). It must be stressed that TOS 
approach is more concerned with revenue boosting factors rather than the quality of the 
experience. This is where it contrasts with ROS, its effective predecessor. In general, ROS 
is concerned with visitors’ motivations and what they expect to see upon their next visit, 
to a religious heritage site for example. TOS is more concerned with the physical impacts 
that visitors may bring to a site, and on finding means by which the site is promoted for 
tourism purposes. Nevertheless, that is not to say that the TOS would be entirely irrelevant 
because there can be some aspects of site management that can actually contribute benefits 
when carried over to the visitor management department (Huang & Confer, 2009). For 
example, a visitor who is a pilgrim or a secular tourist in the present study would prefer to 
visit an authentic site that is regularly upgraded both in terms of the number of possible 
opportunities in that site, and the activities that are offered on that site (Kaelber, 2006;Olsen 
& Timothy, 2006). 
 
Visitor Impact Management Framework (VIMF) 
 
The Visitor Impact Management Framework is a visitor management approach which is 
based on the premise that destinations require scientific and judgmental consideration and 
that efficient control of the destination resource is more important than setting visitor use 
levels and specific carrying capacity (Tsai, 2013). VIMF is more concerned with   factors 
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that revolve around the visitors such as typical site visitor schedules, behaviors, 
personalities, motives, and basically everything that concerns their visit or their being a 
guest in the site (McCool, 2006). Furthermore, it focuses on managing visitors’ physical 
impacts on the elements of the site (Tsai, 2013). Thus, concerning the management of 
religious heritage sites, it is safe to assume that there are several religious relics that 
symbolise piety and other virtues in the religious world, which are very important and 
fragile elements of a religious site. One of the aims of the visitor management impact 
framework is to protect these relics from the harmful impacts that mass visitation to a 
religious site may bring. 
 
The Visitor Impact Management Framework is actually a tool that covers a range of 
techniques and processes for managing visitors and basically everything about them once 
they set foot on the premises of the site (Tsai, 2013; Farrell & Marion, 2002). These may 
include, but are not limited to, the activities they can and will perform on the site, and the 
impact of such activities on specific areas of the site. In most cases, the VIMF is paired 
with other visitor management approaches such as the Visitor Activity Management or 
VAM (Newsome & Moore, 2012). Visitor Impact Management Framework mainly focuses 
on the impact of the activities being performed by the visitors in a particular site (Farrell & 
Marion, 2002). Some common examples of methods of implementing this framework are 
track hardening and other design-based strategies, timing and scheduling mechanisms as 
in crowd management, visitor education, and visitor behavior management and control 
(Newsome & Moore, 2012; Farrell & Marion, 2002). This framework can, by the same 
token, be used to identify indicators (e.g. number of visitors allowed to visit the site per 
time, availability of services) and set the scopes for them for the site and visitor managers 
in order to control various outcomes related to the site (Newsome & Moore, 2012). 
 
What makes the Visitor Impact Management Framework attractive is its popularity in the 
field of protected area management (Newsome & Moore, 2012; Driver et al., 2003). In 
most cases, it is the visitors’ behavior and activities, more specifically the prolonged and 
highly dynamic ones, that cause trouble in the maintenance of natural, sacred and protected 
areas. Thus, making sure that the visitors’ activities do not interfere with the performance 
of the site manager and his team to manage and protect the area should be one of the main 
objectives (Smith & Newsome, 2003). The following steps describe how Visitor Impact 
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Management Framework is commonly implemented in the field of protected area 
management. 
 
1. Identification and reviewing of key issues 
 
2. Selecting the indicators 
 
3. Inventory of resources 
 
4. Specifying the standards that will be used for the indicators 
 
5. Implementation of the proposed change through a repetitive process of monitoring 
 
6. Comparing the current visitor and visitor activity impacts with the chosen standards 
 
7. Analyzing the results of the comparison 
 
8. Identification and, later on, implementation of alternative site and visitor 
management options if available standards were not met based on the analysis of 
the comparison (Newsome & Moore, 2012). 
 
 
 
One of the challenges of using this visitor management approach is that the managers tend 
to forget that their visitor impact management objectives should be well related to the 
overall site management objectives (Tsai, 2013; Beeton & Benfield, 2002). It can be 
definitely understood that some activities that may cause destruction of the relics in a 
religious heritage site, for example, or the inevitable collapse of a natural protected area, 
may be strictly prohibited or limited in an effort to protect them, but cases where limitations 
and prohibitions are exaggeratingly restrictive may also happen, which may have a 
negative impact on visitors’ experiences (Clark & Stankey, 2007). Accordingly, it should 
be important for site and visitor managers to know what the real role of the Visitor Impact 
Management framework should be and why it was created in the first place—the rationale. 
 
The Visitor Impact Management Framework was created to make use of nationally 
available natural and historic resources for creating jobs, contributing to the economy, 
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recreation and boosting tourism, as long as these activities are consistent with the protection 
and conservation of such resources (Clark & Stankey, 2007; Beeton & Benfield, 2002). 
Nevertheless, in most cases, that consistency is not met (Beeton & Benfield, 2002). Efforts 
to preserve these natural and historic resources fail and that is why tools such as the Visitor 
Impact Management Framework were created (Newsome & Moore, 2012). However, upon 
giving the site management the power, the authority, and the knowhow to control not just 
the visitors but also their activities in the area, things changed. If before, the welfare of the 
natural and historic resources was violated by income opportunities and tourism, now it is 
usually the other way around (Newsome & Moore, 2012; Beeton & Benfield, 2002). Thus, 
the key in using the Visitor Impact Management Framework is a balance between tourism 
and profit-based efforts and those of protection and conservation (Newsome & Moore, 
2012). 
 
Another common mistake that site managers make in using this approach is failing to 
incorporate the site area stakeholders in the decision-making and change management 
process (Newsome & Moore, 2012; Chin et al., 2000). It is noteworthy to mention that the 
development of a natural, religious, or historical site into a tourist or religious destination 
is optimised if the public and private sectors cooperate to meet at a common ground 
(Robinson & Boniface, 1999). The observations and the interpretations of the onsite 
managers may prove to be objective when it comes to implementing changes in the allowed 
visitor activities or their extent, but it is critical to include the observation and 
interpretations of other stakeholders, most importantly the visitors, as they are the ones 
who will most likely be restricted by the effects of future changes. From a businessman’s 
point of view, they are similarly the source of the revenue generated from the site 
(Robinson & Boniface, 1999). 
 
A site or a visitor management approach without the major aspects of VIMF is hard to 
picture because allowing the visitors to conduct activities within a religious heritage site, 
for example, without limitations and restrictions, would surely lead to the deterioration of 
the natural and historic resources inside the religious heritage site (Shackley, 2003). 
Regarding this discussion about VIMF, the author believes that the incorporation of   key 
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concepts of the VIMF is integral to the management of the religious heritage sites discussed 
in this study. 
 
Visitor Activity Management Plan (VAMP) 
 
The local government or the state environmental department is often one of the most active 
participants involved in the maintenance and protection of any natural, religious, or 
historical site that has been or will be developed for tourism purposes (Bojian & Huili 
2012). Paying more attention to visitors’ activities than to the integrity of the religious site 
would immediately create a lose-lose scenario for all the stakeholders who could have been 
benefiting from the revenues (Bojian & Huili, 2012; Blackwell, 2007; Tribe, 2000). This 
only highlights the importance of a visitor management approach that aims to protect the 
interests of for-profit private entities as well as that of the groups who are typically strong 
advocates of religious, historical, and natural site protection (Mylonopoulos et al., 
2011;Olsen & Timothy, 2006). 
 
The Visitor Activity Management Plan is more concerned with the management, 
monitoring, and at times, regulation of the activities of the visitors within the entire site 
(Newsome & Moore, 2012), which could be a religious heritage site. The main objective 
of this plan is to minimise the impacts of visitor activities and other things that may be 
associated with the development of the site to make it more conducive for tourist visits on 
the site and on the overall experience and other intangible factors that the visitors may have 
within their stay (McCool, 2006; Newsome & Moore, 2012). Another objective of this 
visitor management approach is to create a balance between for-profit and site protection 
efforts that often create conflicts and contradictions when combined (Bernard & Orford, 
2008; Newsome & Moore, 2012). Indeed, the presence of such conflicts and contradictions 
remains one of the toughest challenges in managing visitors, activities, and the site itself, 
especially at religious heritage sites (Olsen, 2006). The religious site manager must ensure 
that everything is balanced, managed and regulated properly, otherwise, they may face 
problems such as the site being commercialised and or being too unfriendly to visitors 
(Shackley, 2003; Bojian & Huili, 2012). It would be appropriate to balance these aspects 
and make sure that the sites are accessible to visitors and commensurately, well managed, 
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maintained, and protected against the harmful effects of regular used and visited by tourists 
(Butler & Airey, 2003). 
 
Some of the specific visitor activity management aspects that may be addressed or targeted 
by this approach are the site operator activities, tour operations, day and night visitor 
policies, guest facility management, and other management and mitigation strategies 
(Newsome & Moore, 2012). The following is the list of major processes involved in 
applying the VAMP approach in visitor management: 
 
1. Goal setting and identifying terms of reference 
 
2. Data analysis and database development 
 
3. Formulation of alternative visitor activity concepts 
 
4. Documentation and presentation of the plan 
 
5. Implementation 
 
6. Evaluation of the impacts of the VAMP on the site and on the visitors (Newsome 
& Moore, 2012; Beeton & Benfield, 2002). 
 
The last two phases, namely the implementation and evaluation of the entire VAMP, can 
be modified depending on the goals and focus of the visitor management team (Newsome 
& Moore, 2012). However, the strengths and weaknesses of using this visitor management 
approach are almost identical to that of the VIMF. It can be an effective tool if the goal of 
the onsite managers is to preserve the integrity of a site and at the same time, make it 
accessible to visitors, despite the restrictions and other policies meant to protect it (McCool, 
2006; Newsome & Moore, 2012). 
 
Sustainable Tourism Development Approach 
 
It cannot be denied that tourism, be it religious, or recreational, is one of the world’s fastest 
and at the same time, continuously growing industries (Newsome & Moore, 2012, 
UNWTO, 2014). On the other hand, what is commonly not understood about this industry  
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is that it involves more than financial gain. It can be very different from the manufacturing 
sector. Manufacturing companies use raw materials, in bulk, and turn them into another 
product. This product is sold by the manufacturing companies, usually in bulk amounts, to 
generate revenue. In the tourism industry, on the other hand, the situation is very different 
and more complicated. The potential revenue largely depends on the characteristics and 
features of the tourist attraction or tourist site (Newsome & Moore, 2012). Naturally, the 
more features and authentic characteristics it offers the better and the more likely it will be 
that visitors from different geographical locations would pay for a visit (Leiper, 2004). 
When used as an analogy, the “site” is the tourism industry’s raw material. Nevertheless, 
this raw material, unlike the raw materials used by manufacturing enterprises, is non-
renewable. A damaged site, a religious heritage site for example, is an undesirable one and 
usually it takes time and a significant amount of resources to rehabilitate a site that has 
been overdeveloped or abused by visitors (Shackley, 2001). Unfortunately, there is no way 
to make the site renewable. The best thing that a site and a visitor management team can 
do is to make the raw material, that is the site, sustainable. 
 
Candrea and Ispas (2009) developed a visitor management tool with an aim to make 
tourism development in protected areas sustainable. The name of the model was 
Sustainable Tourism Development and it is intended to be applied in protected areas. The 
authors suggested that tourism development can be perceived as a major management issue 
for many protected areas because the presence and the actions of the visitors can usually 
lead to serious problems for biodiversity, conservation problems, and even the destruction 
of the site. Thus, this is important for the personnel who are assigned to manage the site 
and the visitors to assess and balance the costs and benefits of tourism, and to engage in 
damage control and mitigation strategies as necessary whenever dealing with protected 
areas. Of course, this principle may also be applied to other types of sites such as religious 
heritage sites and not just in environmentally protected areas. 
 
The key is to discover how the local community members, the government, the visitors, 
and the private tourism management entities can work together and improve and develop 
the site (Bojian & Huili, 2012; Liburd, 2010). In the end, an improved and well-developed 
and maintained site will serve as a demonstration of the economic and social value, or in 
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the case of a religious heritage site, the religious value of the site being conserved and 
protected (Timothy & Olsen, 2006). 
 
The Sustainable Tourism Development framework is backed by the World Tourism 
Organisation’s definition of sustainable tourism. According to the international tourism 
body, sustainable tourism should 
 
1. Make optimal use of environmental resources that constitute a key element in 
tourism development, maintaining essential ecological processes and helping to 
conserve natural heritage and biodiversity. 
 
2. Respect the socio-cultural authenticity of host communities, conserve their built 
and living cultural heritage and traditional values, and contribute to inter-cultural 
understanding and tolerance. 
 
3. Ensure viable, long-term economic operations, provide socio-economic benefits to 
all stakeholders that are fairly distributed, including stable employment and 
opportunities that bring in income and social services to host communities, and 
contribute to the alleviation of poverty (Candrea & Ispas, 2009). 
 
These management and development guidelines for sustainable tourism may well be 
applied to all forms of tourism and in all types and niches of destination (Liburd, 2010). 
The Sustainability Tourism Development model takes the environmental, economic, and 
sociocultural aspect of tourism development into consideration (Liburd, 2010). The 
ultimate goal of this approach is to find and then establish a suitable balance between these 
three factors since in that way, long term sustainability of the site, and in turn, the income 
generated from it, can be achieved (Liburd, 2010; Candrea & Ispas, 2009). 
 
Making a site environmentally, economically, and socio-culturally sustainable requires an 
organised effort by all of the stakeholders (Candrea & Ispas, 2009). Needless to say, 
informed participation of all the relevant stakeholders which in this case would most likely 
be the local government, the local community members, the site visitors, and the private 
entities that gain economic benefits from the site, is necessary for the success of this 
organised effort (Bojian & Huili, 2012; Koc, 2006). Furthermore, it is a continuous  
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process that requires constant monitoring of the impacts, introducing the necessary 
preventive, corrective, adaptive, and alternative measures whenever necessary, depending 
on the focus of the site and visitor management team (Newsome & Moore, 2012). 
 
It is clear that the type of relationship that exists between religious and other protected 
areas and tourism development is adversarial (Shackley, 2001; Kaelber, 2006;Olsen & 
Timothy, 2006). Nonetheless, it would be better to let the site be visited and be managed 
by professional tourism developers and managers than ignore them and forfeit the potential 
economic benefits (Timothy & Olsen, 2006). For standardization purposes, it would be 
important to define what a protected area is. According to the Union for the Conservation 
of Nature, a protected area is “an area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the 
protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural 
resources, and managed through legal or other effective means” (International Union for 
the Conservation of Nature 2010, p. 1). Unfortunately, no formal definition has been 
established for religious heritage sites or areas but it is safe to say that religious heritage 
sites are just as important as protected areas. For instance, it is a common practice in the 
NSW National Parks and Wildlife service to treat aboriginal religious heritage sites on a 
similar basis to ecologically protected areas (Weiler & Croy, 2013). 
 
Tourist sites generally gain recognition and enhanced management and protection when a 
significant number of people start to visit them. Thus, it may be asserted that tourism 
management can make or break a tourist site (Leiper, 2004). The biggest challenge that site 
and visitor managers face is how to make the area sustainable—that is, managing, 
maintaining, and protecting it, while using it as an additional source of revenue for the local 
government or for some private tourism enterprises. 
 
Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) 
 
The Limits of Acceptable Change begins with the fundamentals of the ROS and the initial 
principles of Carrying Capacity (McKay, 2006). It is concerned with how much change is 
acceptable; followed by the setting up of a management plan accordingly (McKay, 2006). 
For instance, it may be used to measure the number of visitors and their impacts on a 
religious heritage site environment. The premise or rationale behind the formulation of the 
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Limits of Acceptable Change framework is basically similar to those of the visitor 
management approaches discussed above — that is, for instance, to protect the welfare of 
a protected or a religious area and at the same time, ensure that the site or area remains 
friendly to all forms of visitors (McKay 2006; Jacobi & Manning, 2006). 
 
The Limits of Acceptable Change framework was specially developed as a means of 
quantitatively defining standards of how much change is to be allowed in protected natural 
areas (Dearden & Rollins, 2007). For instance, the local government may decide whether 
they are going to develop a naturally protected area into a potentially popular tourist 
destination. They have two options when it comes to the process of developing the site. 
They can either wait until the site becomes what they expect it to be or they can move and 
make the changes themselves. This is where the Limits of Acceptable Change framework 
enters (Zeldis et al., 2010; Dearden & Rollins, 2007). 
 
Prior to modifying or changing certain aspects of a site, the site management team would 
have to quantitatively analyse the limits by which changes can be made and strictly abide 
by such standards throughout the entire process of development and rehabilitation 
(Dearden & Rollins, 2007). During the process, site managers would most likely be 
required to set a definition of their desired area conditions, whether they want to maintain 
or achieve certain conditions (Dearden & Rollins, 2007). According to Zeldis et al. (2010), 
there are generally four major components that comprise the entire LAC process as follows: 
 
1. The specification of acceptable and achievable resource and social conditions, 
defined by a series of measurable parameters. 
 
2. An analysis of the relationship between existing conditions and those judged 
acceptable 
 
3. Identification of management actions necessary to achieve these conditions 
 
4. A program of monitoring and evaluation of management effectiveness The 
entire LAC process can further be broken down into the following nine steps: 
1. Identification of area concerns and issues 
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2. Defining and describing opportunity classes 
 
3. Selecting indicators of resource and social conditions 
 
4. Inventory resource and social conditions 
 
5. Specifying standards for resource and social indicators 
 
6. Identifying alternative opportunity class allocations 
 
7. Identifying management actions for each alternative 
 
8. Evaluation and selection of an alternative 
 
9. Implement actions and monitor conditions (Zeldis et al. 2010). 
 
Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP) 
 
There are a good many models developed to help site and visitor managers make their sites 
tourist-friendly and protect them from possible damages that may be brought about by 
excessive and irresponsible site exploitation and activity organization. The Visitor 
Experience and Resource Protection or VERP is one of such visitor management 
approaches. VERP can be applied to a lot of sites but more often than not its principles are 
applied to natural and protected sites since it has been more specifically developed to 
protect those sites without impeding the economic opportunities associated with them 
(Jacobi & Manning, 2006; Lawson et al., 2003). 
 
A real life model of the application of the VERP principles in a protected area was that of 
Jacobi, a recreation specialist, and Manning, a professor from the University of Vermont, 
who applied this model to Acadia National Park Carriage Roads (Manning & Jacobi 1997: 
10). The implementation team they assembled followed a series of 10 steps in completing 
their project. (Manning & Jacobi 1997). 
 
1. Assemble the VERP team 
 
2. Develop statements of Purpose and Significance 
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3. Map and analyse Resources and Visitor Experiences 
 
4. Conduct research on the visitors using focus groups, surveys, observations and 
simulations in different phases 
 
5. Establish the range of resource and social conditions 
 
6. Use zoning to identify proposed plan and alternatives and in identifying the peak 
and non-peak zones 
 
7. Select Indicators and Standards in terms of crowding and behavior 
 
8. Compare desired conditions with existing conditions 
 
9. Identify probable causes of discrepancies between desired and existing conditions 
 
10. Develop and refine management strategies, and assess the effects of the 
implementation 
 
The problem that can be addressed by the VERP visitor management approach is the 
overuse of the resources in the protected site. This can, by the same token, be a religious 
or a historical site, and the uncontrolled, inappropriate behavior of some visitors that may 
be a threat to the quality of tourism service in the area, as well as the integrity of the 
structures and other features (Marion & Reid, 2007). 
 
Tourism Optimisation Management Model (TOMM) 
 
The amount of changes that can be done to a protected site such as a religious heritage site 
can be limited at times so that the only thing the site and visitor managers could do is to 
optimise everything (Lim & Cooper, 2009; Wang & Huang 2004). Optimisation of 
processes, for instance, often requires little to no changes and is therefore an easier 
alternative than creating massive changes that may even lead to confusion and disruption 
of normal site processes (Lim & Cooper, 2009). The well-being of the tourist destinations 
is usually considered as one of the top priorities, as well as the main motive in the process 
of implementing changes (Buhalis, 2003). The Tourism Optimisation Management Model 
217  
is one of the more popular management models in terms of managing the condition of 
religious and or historical sites because it encompasses not just one but a wide array of 
factors that are all directly related to the deterioration of site conditions (Lim & Cooper, 
2009). TOMM is defined as a “program that is designed to assess, monitor, and manage 
the long term health of tourist destinations. In this model, future scenarios are examined 
and local communities are engaged in a process to consider what desirable economic, 
marketing, environmental community, visitor experience, and infrastructure development 
conditions they wish to see. Furthermore, the process identifies what needs to be monitored 
and the acceptable ranges of these performance indicators to determine if they are 
achieving such desirable conditions” (Consultants 1997, p. 1). 
 
Some of the processes involved in a TOMM implementation project may include but may 
vary from and not be limited to: the creation of a clean, safe, and healthy environment; 
expansion and maintenance of natural and rural landscapes; management of the diversity 
of highly visible flora and fauna; management of a relaxed and unpretentious lifestyle or 
behavior within the site; managing a strong and stable sense of community with the site 
and its heritage; alerting key stakeholders on time, and if necessary (Lim & Cooper, 2009; 
Consultants, 1997). The main advantage of this approach as a visitor management model 
is that it covers a lot of tourism management, although it would be safe to say that it covers 
more economic-related aspects than visitor experience related ones (Lim & Cooper, 2009; 
Consultants, 1997; Buhalis, 2003), which are the focus of this study. 
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Summary 
 
Visitor management approaches have gone through a number of stages of development 
starting from pen and paper into more advanced methods where recent technology is 
employed. The development of visitor management approaches has led to the 
establishment of a number of visitor management models, which have mostly been 
developed for use in national parks and protected research areas. 
 
These models and approaches have been employed as a theoretical basis for the 
organisational management of natural, protected, historical, religious and other important 
sites that generate revenue and are directly related to the tourism industry (Butler & 
Waldbrook, 2003; McCool, 2006). The effectiveness of these models, at least based on the 
studies where they have been developed and closely evaluated, appear to be undeniable 
(Butler & Waldbrook, 2003; Jacobi & Manning, 2006; Manning & Jacobi, 1997). The ROS 
mainly focuses on creating a diversity of recreation experiences. The TOS and the VIM 
mainly deal with visitors’ activities and their impacts on the fragile elements of sites. The 
LAC concentrates on how much change is acceptable in a tourist destination and then sets 
up management plans accordingly. The VAMP deals with the management, monitoring 
and regulation of visitor activities. The STD focuses on the protection of the integrity of 
tourist destinations, including tourism sustainability plans and visitors’ motivations and 
physical impacts on the site. The VERP concentrates on protecting tourist destinations 
without impeding the economic opportunities associated with such sites. The TOMM is 
designed to assess, monitor and manage the long term sustainability of tourist destinations. 
 
 
 
Overall, all of the visitor management models discussed above have their own strengths and 
drawbacks. So far, almost all of the models have limitations and the only solution to 
managing these is to combine several visitor management models (Arnberger et al., 2012). 
On the other hand, combining a selection of visitor management models may not be  
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sufficient and the process of combining two or more visitor management approaches is yet 
to be proven by tourism-related literature (Casadesus et al., 2010). 
 
The aforementioned models concern the physical and psychological aspects of the visitor 
experience and the income from the site (Consultants, 1997; Candrea & Ispas, 2009; Zeldis 
et al., 2010; Marion & Reid, 2007; Jacobi & Manning, 2006). However, these models have 
not dealt well with the quality of the service team, which has a significant influence on site 
interpretation and service delivery (Koc, 2006; Marion & Reid, 2007). As discussed above, 
the attitude of the service team and interpretation of the cultural and religious values of the 
site have a qualitatively influence on visitors’ sense of spirituality and place (Shackley, 
2001; Poria & Airey, 2003). This highlights the need to use a management model/approach 
that deals with all the factors that influence the visitor experience at religious heritage sites 
including the quality of the staff team. This will be addressed in the next part of this chapter. 
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 PART II: TOTAL QUALITY MANAGEMENT 
 
Introduction 
 
In this part, TQM will be explored as a potential management approach where its 
principles, values, and theories might be applied in the religious travel industry, in the field 
of religious site and visitor management. This is an innovative approach since the Total 
Quality Management approach has rarely been applied outside the manufacturing industry 
(Muskat & Blackman, 2013). 
 
Conceptualising TQM 
 
Managing the visitor experience at a religious heritage site requires an integrated approach, 
which involves robust operating systems, human resource management and understanding 
and measuring visitors’ needs (Shackley, 2003; Koc, 2006). In this regard, Clark (1989, p. 
92) argued that service industries need to ‘‘understand how to manage all the elements of 
their outputs, not just quality of manufactured products, but also the documentation, mode 
of delivery as well as all the customer contacts in the day-to-day operations’’. This implies 
those services, which involve human dimensions such as religious travel and require an 
integrated management approach dealing with the product, the customer and the service 
team who is in charge of the service delivery (Xiaorong et al., 2012). One such a management 
approach is Total Quality Management. Unlike the management models discussed 
previously in this study, Total Quality Management has proven to be efficient when it 
comes to managing all the factors that influence a service industry. This includes 
understanding visitors’ motivations, the integrity of the site, preserving local cultures, and 
the quality of the staff team such as tour guides and site managers (Xiaorong et al., 2012; 
Muskat & Blackman, 2013). 
 
Total Quality Management or TQM is an old organisation-wide management approach to 
managing quality (hence its name, Total Quality Management) (Witt & Muhlemann, 
1994). Some experts ask why many for profit and not for profit organisations still see a 
significant amount of promise in embracing this old-fashioned organisational quality 
approach  when  there  are  a  lot  of  newer,  more  comprehensive,  more  integrated, and 
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obviously more up to date business output quality management approaches available, such 
as the ones being pushed by the International Organisation for Standardization or what is 
more popularly known as the ISO (Tsai, 2013; Witt & Muhlemann, 1994). Total Quality 
Management has enjoyed a not only a good but also a long track record when it comes to 
enhancing the ability of an enterprise to deliver high quality products and or services to its 
stakeholders, clients, suppliers, and other members of the supply chain framework, more 
specifically for those who operate in the manufacturing industry (Martínez-Costa & 
Martínez-Lorente, 2008). 
 
The term Total Quality Management may have one general definition but it can have many 
operational definitions: 
 
In Kakuro’s paper about the application of Total Quality Management in the technology 
business sector, Total Quality Management has been defined as an organization-wide and, 
on a larger scale, an economy-wide effort to implement and create permanent changes in 
the management and flow of business operations in an effort to improve one enterprise or 
the ability of a group of enterprises to create and, of course, deliver on time and high quality 
services and products—depending on their mother industry, not only to the customers but 
to their clients in general, which can be any of the downstream members of their supply 
chain framework (Amaska, 2013). 
 
In Tsai’s paper about the application of Total Quality Management principles in enhancing 
the overall service quality of patient safety management in the health care and services 
industry, TQM has been defined as “both an integrative philosophy of management for the 
continuous improvement of services and service delivery to customer satisfaction either 
through mild or vigorous business management approaches, leading to an improved and 
clearer nursing quality management strategy to urge nurses to take quality as one of the 
primary goals of healthcare” (Tsai 2013, p. 3). 
 
The comparison of the application of Total Quality Management in these two industries 
illustrates the flexibility of Total Quality. Applying principles of Total Quality 
Management in one particular field may require some adjustment, as the authors of the two 
TQM studies (one in the technology industry, and one in the healthcare industry) used in 
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the brief comparative analysis. These two authors did not exactly create a pilot study 
because no actual testing of TQM applications was done on their respective industries. 
What they did was more of a feasibility study because their main aim during the 
implementation period of their research was to test whether the business environment in 
their respective business industries (technology and healthcare sector) was Total Quality 
Management-conducive or not; and whether a TQM-oriented business approach could 
create a business environment that could lead to higher potential growth and possibly 
higher financial figures. 
 
 The International Organisation for Standardization or ISO describes TQM as a 
management approach of an organisation centered on quality, based on the 
participation of all its members and aiming at long term success through customer 
satisfaction and benefits to all members of the organisation and society (Pfeifer 
2002, p. 3). 
 
 The British Standards Institution, an organisation that is largely similar with ISO in 
terms of operations and objectives, sees TQM as a set of “management philosophy 
and company practices that aim to harness the human and material resources of an 
organisation in the most effective way to achieve the objectives of the organisation” 
(Hoyle 2007, p. 1). 
 
 The Chartered Quality Institute stated that “TQM is a philosophy for managing an 
organisation in a way which enables it to meet stakeholder’s needs and expectations 
efficiently and effectively, without compromising ethical values” (Chartered 
Quality Institute 2013, p. 1). 
 
 The American Society described Total Quality Management as a term first used to 
describe a management approach to quality improvement towards long term 
success through customer satisfaction and is based on all members of an 
organisation participating in improving processes, products, services, and the 
culture in which they work with methods for implementation rooted on the 
conventional quality principles” (American Society for Quality 2013, p. 1). 
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In the list of TQM definitions presented above, what can be inferred is that TQM remains 
similar at its core despite its branching into different industries. The method and the extent 
of application may still vary, however, depending on how products or services are created 
in a particular industry. In the religious travel industry for instance, there are no 
manufactured products. It is a particular variety of service industry where the critical 
aspects are site and visitor management, together with other tangible and intangible aspects 
(Collins-Kreiner, 2010). 
 
TQM in the Tourism Industry 
 
There are already many studies that illustrate the different possible effects of TQM when 
applied to the tourism industry (Arsali, 2002; Bojian & Huili, 2012; Koc, 2006). Much of 
the existing evidence suggests that TQM can be a promising quality management approach 
to use in the tourism industry even though its use and effectiveness was first popularised 
in the manufacturing industry ( Marimon & Alonso, 2010). According to Casadesus et al., 
(2010) as quality management becomes more common in the tourism industry, the tourist 
site managers will be compelled to use standardised quality management systems; 
otherwise, they will lose their customers (Casadesus et al., 2010). 
 
Consumer behaviour in tourism is rapidly changing (Blackwell, 2007). Price competition, 
which is a traditional strategy employed by the tourism industry and in other industries, 
has been proven to be unrelieable in recent years where the tourism industry becomes 
increasingly competitive (Hall & Higham, 2005; Bojian & Huili, 2012). Emerging tourist 
destinations experience a range of volatile political, economic and technological factors, 
while there is also greater environmental awareness and a growing concern about climate 
change among the customers (Hall & Higham, 2005; Casadesus et al., 2010). 
 
The proliferation of low-cost air and sea travel mechanisms, and the emergence of low- 
cost tourist destinations have also contributed to the sharp increase in the number of leisure 
travel and short holiday breaks in the tourism industry ( Hall et al., 2010; Go & Govers, 
2000). As services in the tourism industry have become cheaper, tourists have become 
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more experienced in choosing tourist sites and travel services, and more demanding when 
it comes to greater value for money and the provision of individualised, flexible service of 
high quality (Trunfin & Negro, 2006). These developments are what have led to the shifts 
in demand and supply of tourism-related in the industry. One direct result of these 
developments is that site managers in the tourism industry have been more aware that they 
need to adopt a quality management mechanism to ensure that their services remain 
competitive, more specifically now that customers are becoming more experienced in 
choosing quality tourism services (Trunfin & Negro, 2006). 
 
Total Quality Management is one of the recommended standardised quality management 
approaches that tourist site managers can use to maintain and improve their competitive 
advantage (Koc, 2006; Muskat & Blackman, 2013). Evidence proves that site managers 
can get positive results when TQM is applied in the tourism management industry 
(Holjevac, 2008; Kanji, 2001; Muskat & Blackman, 2013; Bojian & Huili, 2012). For 
instance, in a qualitative research paper by Alsrabi (2013), the objective was to identify the 
impacts of implementing TQM on employees in high level management of hotels and 
companies operating in the tourism sector. The results of the study suggests that the tourism 
companies surveyed were generally pleased with the outcomes after applying total quality 
management principles in all its dimensions, as evidenced by their conviction and 
willingness in applying TQM in their business operations. 
 
Indeed, the importance of TQM in managing the tangible and intangible factors at an 
organisation has been recognised by a number of scholars, who studied the implementation 
of TQM in various sectors within the tourism industry. For instance, a study which 
scrutinized the development of service variety and quality control in rural tourism revealed 
that 45.5% of farmstead owners who adopted TQM said that they minimised business 
mistakes, while 63.6% of them believed that they increased efficiency and capacity of the 
use of all resources (Ramanauskienė & Narkus, 2009). In another study investigating the 
use of TQM in rural tourism in Yi Ancient village in China, Bojian et al., (2012) found that 
the application of TQM in rural tourism has economic, social and environmental benefits 
to the local community of this village. Nevertheless, they argue that a comprehensive 
management system should be applied in the local community including locals’ training 
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and education, in order to fully understand TQM.  
 
The dramatic changes brought by tourism developments to the local community could affect 
many aspects of people's life, including habits, daily routine, and beliefs (Dogan, 1989). 
Therefore, in some conservative societies (such as the ones at the case study sites) tourism 
may have a detrimental effect on their social aspects (Timothy & Olsen, 2006). Indeed, 
different Muslim communities believe that tourism is accompanied by harmful impacts  
such as gambling, psychological tension, drugs and alcohol consumption, immodest dress, 
and lewd behavior (Timothy & Olsen, 2006). In this regard, Williams and Lawson (2001) 
believe that if tourism decision makers understand the community position towards tourism, 
they will have the ability to establish techniques that could increase the positive effects and 
decrease the negative effects of tourism at a destination. For instance, local communities 
would be friendlier to visitors. However, from a TQM perspective, local communities would 
be educated about the site, its visitors and the impacts that might happen between locals and 
visitors. In this sense, TQM is applicable to community issues in terms of establishing roots 
of communication between locals and visitors. Hence, the essence of TQM is supported by 
all parties, so as to achieve long-term success through visitor satisfaction and benefit all 
members of the society (Zhennian, 2007). 
 
 
Holjevac (2008, p. 1032) argues that “the TQM of tourism product is not only possible, 
but also essential. With tourist demands becoming increasingly sophisticated, the objective 
of the tourism industry should satisfy and exceed tourist expectations”. He believes that 
there are many advantages of using TQM as a work culture in the tourism industry. These 
include improving the quality of goods and services; greater customer satisfaction; better 
competitive ability and market strength; reducing business costs; increasing business 
profits; higher employee satisfaction; enhancing management quality; better business 
reputation and reliability; and increasing social responsibility and integrity. 
 
In contrast, Witt and Muhleman (1994) examined the potential of TQM to increase the 
competitiveness of the tourism industry where they list a number of limitations of TQM as 
follows: 
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1- Resistance to change: employees within the company may think that they will lose 
their jobs under a comprehensive TQM program; therefore, they may be resistant 
to change or be slow to adapt to change imposed upon them by senior management. 
2- Experienced workers may be lost as they decide to leave because of their anxiety 
that they lack the ability to perform the work issues correctly. 
3- The high cost of implementing a TQM program. 
4- TQM may take  several  years  for  the  program  to  be  fully  implemented  before 
results and benefits are seen. This can be a problem due to the unpredictability of 
the global economy. 
 
Although Witt and Muhleman’s research relied on anecdotal evidence, they gave some 
guidelines on how to achieve a TQM strategy in a way that meets visitors’ requirements. 
According to them the inhibitors to introducing TQM within the tourism industry lie in the 
lack of top management commitment and vision as well as poor appreciation of the concept 
and principle of TQM.  Therefore, they argue that, the essence of TQM is to change the 
work culture. Thus, site managers are trained to be ready and committed to adopting a 
TQM system. As a result, a successful TQM system would lead to transformational 
leadership skills (e.g. the performance of site managers is subject to evaluation), which 
would create a vision and promote change in the culture of the work place (Puffer & 
McCarthy, 1996). 
 
The advantages of TQM as a work culture has been emphasised by Kanji who established 
the Business Excellence Model, which is one of the most recognised quality models in the 
service   industries   (Kanji,   2008).   Kanji’s   Excellence   Model   is   recognised    as    a 
framework that can incorporate other initiatives (Kanji, 2008). While Kanji’s Excellence 
Model provides an overall framework, it presupposes that an organisation has a number of 
established methods and initiatives to deal with the process and other operational matters. 
On the other hand, it is the managers’ responsibility to control such features (Kanji, 2008). 
He argued    that,    from    a    TQM     view,     managers     should     be     close     to     
their customers and understand exactly what they expect and need, since satisfying the 
customer now and in the future is an integral part of TQM. 
 
According to Kanji, there are five key principles in TQM as follows: 
226  
 
1- Leadership (prime). 
2- Meet customer’s requirements. 
3- Continuous improvement- continuous improvement cycle and prevention. 
4- Managing by facts-all work in process and measurement. 
5- Improve the quality of the team work. 
 
Kanji argues that service managers hold the prime responsibility in terms of creating the 
service in a way that delights the customers, without neglecting the limited resources such 
as the number of employees and infrastructure. 
 
TQM Applied to the Religious Travel Industry 
 
Using TQM in managing tourist sites and protected areas is not new since several studies 
have been conducted on this issue so far (Witt & Muhlemann, 1994; Bojian & Huili, 2012; 
Muskat & Blackman, 2013). However, TQM has not yet been used in managing religious 
heritage sites. The hypothesis is that using TQM in managing religious heritage sites may 
lead to results that are similar to those achieved in other tourist sites such as protected and 
natural areas. 
 
In order to explore Total Quality Management as a potential management approach to better 
manage the visitor experience at religious heritage sites, and in particular the intangible 
elements of such experience, a model has been designed in this study. The following model 
shows how the principles of TQM (which are illustrated in Kanji’s Business Excellence 
model) could be implemented to manage visitors’ experiences in religious heritage sites. 
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Figure 9.1: A model shows the management of religious heritage sites from a TQM perspective. 
 
In a TQM approach, site managers need to understand the various needs of their customers, 
in this case the visitors. This includes continuous analyses of the visitor motivation in order 
to understand what kind of visitors are most likely to visit the site and what they expect to 
find during their visit. The results reported in this study indicate that visitors’ experiences 
were shaped by a number of factors.  Although visitors’ demographic characteristics 
influenced their experiences, such as their expectations and form of travelling, intangible 
factors such as the sense of spirituality and cultural connections to the sites were significant 
for visitors irrespective of motivations. Hence, from a TQM perspective, site managers need 
to consider faith-based and secular tourists equally as they share similar interests during their 
visit. 
 
As it was presented in this study, most of the site visitors, regardless of motivations, were 
willing to interact with each other, learn about the sites, and to take part in the religious 
experience. For instance, secular tourist were interested in sharing pilgrims their religious 
retreat such as lighting candles at Mt Nebo or swimming in the Jordan River. This indicates 
that site managers need to maintain the religious authenticity at religious heritage sites and 
make sure that they deliver the religious message to all visitors and not targeting pilgrims 
228  
only. This, of course, highlights the importance of preserving the integrity of the tangible 
features of the sites that represent spiritual and religious messages. These include 
Churches, Mosques, Temples and other architectural features and/or environmental 
landscapes with heritage and or religious significance. 
 
According to Bond (2013, p. 205), visitors at religious heritage sites “need assistance to 
understand the meaning behind the message, symbols and rituals they observe at both 
aesthetic and spiritual level’’. This highlights the importance of an information system that 
has the ability to convey the meanings at a religious heritage site to visitors. The results 
reported in this study indicate the importance of tour guides as cultural brokers who 
assisted visitors to be connected to their religious and or cultural memories. Hence, when 
implementing a TQM system at a religious heritage site, tour guides will be trained to be 
capable of delivering relevant spiritual and cultural meanings to their visitors. This requires 
tour guides to be able to speaking foreign languages, more specifically the ones which a 
substantial percentage of the site visitors use. Furthermore, they should be trained to be able 
to interpret the cultural elements at the sites in ways that appeal to visitors with various 
motivations. 
 
Site managers need to ensure that the identity of the local cultures at the sites are preserved 
(Poria et al., 2003). In fact, most visitors in this study were interested in experiencing the 
local cultures and even in volunteering at the case study sites if they have the chance to do 
so. In this sense, site managers need to find means in which visitors are exposed to local 
cultures and have the opportunity to interact with the local community. Nevertheless, 
managing religious heritage sites from a TQM perspective requires continues improvement 
and evaluation of the performance of the staff team, more specifically site managers and 
tour guides, since the results of the current study highlights the importance of the 
aforementioned groups in shaping visitors experiences. Hence, site managers and tour 
guides’ performance should be evaluated contentiously in order to ensure that they meet 
the site requirements and visitors’ needs. 
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Summary 
 
TQM has been implemented in service industries such as the health and the tourism 
industry. Although there are various disadvantages of TQM such as employees’ resistance 
to change, high expenses and time taken in implementation, TQM has demonstrated its 
effectiveness in improving the service and its stakeholders including the customer, the local 
community and the people in charge of the service (Xiaorong et al 2012; Koc 2006). 
 
TQM has become popular in tourism research since it is an appropriate method to manage 
the tangible and intangible elements of the product/service package, the human aspects of 
the delivery system and measurement issues in order to meet customers’ requirements. 
TQM, by the same token, is a management approach that perceives the tourism industry 
from a holistic perspective. This holistic perspective requires improvements not just in site 
maintenance and preserving cultural and religious aspects, but also other elements which 
influence visitors’ experiences such as understanding visitors’ needs and the quality of the 
staff team which is responsible for site management and interpretation (e.g. tour guides and 
site managers). 
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 CHAPTER TEN: CONCLUSION 
 
Introduction 
 
Religious heritage sites usually have various religious, historic and natural values 
(Blackwell, 2007). This makes such sites a target for travellers with different motivations. 
While some of these motivations are religious, other motivations are secular and related to 
people’s desire to learn about these sites and their cultures or to visit them for leisure 
purposes such as enjoying the view. As a result, religious heritage sites provide their visitors 
with a unique experience, more specifically for those who come for religious purposes. 
 
Faith-based travellers see religious heritage sites as the places where they can be connected 
to the sacred. The religious experience for faith-based visitors is psychologically refreshing 
and spiritually uplifting with personal outcomes. Indeed, in this study pilgrims found the 
experience more cathartic compared to other types of visitors, including secular and 
religious tourists. Pilgrims were by the same token more likely to have higher expectations 
such as spiritual and or physical healing after the visit. This is influenced by their 
motivation and the nature of the sites as sites related to miracles and important religious 
events. 
 
The strong emotional relationship between faith-based visitors and religious heritage sites 
has led some scholars to argue that religious heritage sites should not function in a secular 
way (Otto, 1946; Cohen, 1996; Diagance, 2003). From their perspective, in order to ensure 
an authentic experience for worshippers, site managers need to distinguish between visitors 
who are religiously motivated and those who come for secular purposes. This is due to that 
fact that, from their perspective, secular practices such as talking photos, noise, etc. can 
have detrimental impacts on the religious experience. 
 
Other scholars noted that secular tourists are similarly influenced by the sense of 
spirituality at religious heritage sites. This influence is generated through their interactions 
with worshippers and the site’s religious and cultural values (Ozkan, 2013, Bond, 2013; 
Katic et al., 2014). They argue that secular visitors are likely to have a spiritual experience  
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when they visit a site related to their culture or at any place that witnessed an important   
event. This is for the reason that spirituality is broader than religion and is not necessarily 
generated from religious aspects. Thus, they argue that both secular and religious travellers 
should be treated equally at a religious heritage site, more specifically because secular 
tourists share a spiritual experience with worshippers. 
 
Comparing faith-based and secular visitors have led scholars in the field of religious travel 
to disagree about the nature of the experience provided by religious heritage sites, and 
whether the sense of spirituality only influences faith-based travellers or if it has an 
influence on secular and faith-based travellers alike. Unfortunately, however, visitors’ 
experiences at religious heritage sites have received little attention amongst scholars. There 
is still a need to understand the differences and similarities between faith-based and secular 
travellers, and the factors that influence their experiences at religious heritage sites (Bond, 
2013; Katic et al., 2014). What makes it hard to clearly understand the visitor experience 
at religious heritage sites though, is that most of the previous literature in the field of 
religious travel has conflated spirituality and religion, and in some cases has not 
distinguished the secular from the faith-based travellers (e.g. Shackley, 2001, 2008; 
Tomasi, 2002; Hall, 2006; Blackwell, 2007; Chand, 2010; Ozkan, 2013; Katic et al., 2014). 
This mix is influenced by the similarity of visitors’ practices in general. Both secular and 
faith-based travellers visit a site for less than one year, use the tourism services, and are 
influenced by the site’s management systems and its cultural and spiritual values. 
 
The current research attempts to fill the gap in the previous literature regarding 
understanding visitors’ experiences at religious heritage sites. This includes understanding 
the similarities and differences between visitors’ experiences, and the factors which 
influence such experiences. It concerns visitors with different backgrounds and religious 
affiliations who spent time at three case study sites in Jordan, Mt Nebo, Bethany, and The 
Cave of the Seven Sleepers. 
 
In this study, visitors’ experiences were investigated according to their demographics and 
motivations. Both questionnaires and interviews were employed to gather data from 
respondents. The results of the research indicate that visitors’ motivations have the    
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Greatest influence on their experiences and interactions with the case study sites compared 
to their demographics. 
 
Site Authenticity 
 
The results reported in this study indicate that the spiritual meaning of the case study sites 
had the greatest influence on visitors’ experiences regardless of their motivations. The 
religious value itself played as a drawing factor that attracted visitors with various 
motivations to experience such a value at the case study sites. Thus, preserving the religious 
and historical integrities of the religious heritage sites is crucial, since they represent the 
capital of such sites. Indeed, preserving the sites’ authenticity was a common requirement 
amongst visitors in this study in general. Although visitors were less satisfied with the site’s 
infrastructure (e.g. bathrooms, parking) compared to the other features at the sites, they 
recommended the improvement of the churches at Mt Nebo and Bethany, and of the 
mosque and the cave in the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. This is because these religious 
features represented more important values for them compared to other secular features. 
Indeed, features with religious character such as the church, the cave, and the Jordan River 
helped visitors to share a similar spiritual experience. 
 
The influence of spirituality at the sites was so obvious that some secular tourists switched 
from being secular into spiritual visitors after experiencing the religious features at the case 
study sites. Secular tourists’ sense of spirituality was correspondingly generated through 
their interactions with worshippers and the interpretation of the cultural and religious 
values at the sites. Indeed, the results of this study indicate that secular visitors were 
interested in sharing the religious experience with faith-based visitors, and faith based 
visitors were also interested in interacting with other visitors. Thus, the results of this study 
support the notion that distinguishing between faith-based and secular visitors in site 
management, as suggested by Cohen (1996) and Diagance (2003), is inappropriate, 
especially since visitors in this study showed a tendency to interact with each other and to 
share experiences, whether they were religious or secular. It is noteworthy to mention that 
visitors’ engagement with each other and the site’s religious and cultural elements was 
highly influenced by the performance of the staff team in charge of the service delivery. 
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Tour Guides 
 
Tour guides’ performance at the case study sites influenced visitors’ experiences through 
site interpretation. Indeed, tour guides’ interpretation helped to convey the spiritual 
message that the sites have, and to make visitors culturally connected to the sites, more 
specifically for those who have religious and/or cultural ties to the sites. In the three case 
study sites, Jordanian visitors were more likely to perceive the sites as Jordanian sites 
compared to visitors of other nationalities. This is influenced by their sense of ownership. 
As the research interviews show, Jordanian visitors tend to be emotionally more connected 
with the case study sites since they represent their culture, past memories and childhood. 
However, visitors from other nationalities were also spiritually influenced by the tour 
guides’ interpretation. This is because most visitors in this study came from Christian 
European countries and the case study sites hold strong connections to their religious 
culture. 
 
Visitors with no religion and those who came from other non-monotheistic religions such 
as Buddhists and Hindus were influenced by the sense of spirituality at the sites. These 
visitors were more likely to choose the sense of spirituality as something special at the 
sites, with some of them even identifying themselves as pilgrim. Nevertheless, it has to be 
asserted that Buddhist and Hindu visitors in this study represent small numbers as 
compared to Christians or Muslims, but further study to investigate the experiences of these 
non-monotheistic travellers at monotheistic religious heritage sites is recommended. 
 
Site Managers 
 
The influence of site managers’ management practices also influenced visitors’ 
experiences in this study. Clergy site managers at Mt Nebo and the Cave of the Seven 
Sleepers tend to be concerned more with keeping their religious features authentic rather 
than establishing other secular features. This is for the reason that, from their perspective, 
these religious features are the main reason for visitors to come to the site. However, 
although most visitors in this study were most interested to see authentic religious features 
at the sites, they also were interested in some secular elements, irrespective of 
motivations. 
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Finding a good restaurant and markets where visitors can have a shopping experience were 
also a requirement of visitors, irrespective of motivation. 
 
Maximising the Visitor Experience 
 
Despite the fact that the staff team at religious heritage sites has a great influence on 
visitors’ experiences through site interpretation and management, few management 
approaches and models have considered such influence. Most of the management models 
and approaches which deal with the visitor experience are related to the principles of Site 
Capacity Management. These include: Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), Tourism 
Opportunity Spectrum (TOS), Visitor Impact Management Framework (VIM), Limits of 
Acceptable Change (LAC), Visitor Activity Management Plan (VAMP), Sustainable 
Tourism Development (STD), Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP), and 
Tourism Optimisation Management Model (TOMM). These models and approaches are 
concerned with evaluating the physical impacts of the visitor on the site’s fragile elements, 
visitors’ expectations and the kind of activities that site managers can establish or allow 
without deteriorating the environmental and or cultural aspects at their sites. Nevertheless, 
they pay little attention to the quality of the staff team such as tour guides. Indeed, the 
results of this study show that tour guides’ interpretation helped visitors to be spiritually 
and culturally connected to the site.  
 
This study has proposed Total Quality Management as a potential management approach 
that will lead to better management of the visitor’s experience at religious heritage sites. 
TQM is a management approach that is concerned with service in a comprehensive manner. 
This includes ensuring the quality of the product (in this case the religious heritage site), 
the staff team (e.g. tour guides and site managers), and the customer who is the visitor in 
this study (Muskat, 2013). To state the matter differently, by implementing a TQM approach 
to a religious heritage site, site managers will be required to understand the motivations of 
their visitors, improve the quality of their staff teams, more specifically tour guides, and to 
sustain the authenticity of the site itself. 
 
The principles of TQM might work better at Jordanian religious heritage sites, including 
the case study sites, for the reason that these sites have historical and religious values that 
are related to the majority of the visitors who attend these sites. This study indicates that 
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most visitors were European Christians with high educational level and low income 
because most of them were pensioners. Jordan, as part of the Holy Land, encompasses a 
large number of key religious heritage sites which attract or have the potentiality to attract 
visitors worldwide. Although Jordan has an abundance of religious heritage sites, many of 
these sites have not been promoted by the Jordanian authorities. Sites such as Bozrah, Tell 
Heshbon, Dibon, Zoar, and many others are accessible, have deep connections to the 
monotheistic religions and physical artefacts that represent their religious value. 
Nevertheless, these sites and many others still need to be restored, managed and promoted 
from a religious travel perspective so they can attract visitors while maintaining their 
authenticity. By implementing TQM to the Jordanian religious heritage sites, site managers 
will be required to manage their sites while considering visitors’ demographics and 
motivations. This includes keeping their sites authentic, and designing the site facilities 
while considering visitors’ demographics (e.g. income, age, educational level, etc.), and 
having a professional team who can properly represent visitors’ religious culture. In this 
sense, TQM helps site managers to understand the factors that influence visitors’ 
experiences based on their motivations and expectations. It is particularly concerned with 
the quality of the staff team in charge of delivering the service, including tour guides. The 
main difference between TQM and the other management models and approaches is that 
under TQM management ensure that the staff team is up-to-date, and properly qualified to 
undertake tasks efficiently. Other models focus mainly on site capacity issues without a 
particular focus on the quality of the staff team. 
 
In conclusion, religious heritage sites attract faith-based and secular participants to 
undertake a journey in order to fulfil religious and ritualistic requirements related to their 
particular faith and or psychological and spiritual desires. Visitors’ experiences at religious 
heritage sites are sensitive to influences of various factors ranging from beautiful scenery, 
interaction with each other, and the performance of the staff team in charge of the religious 
heritage sites. Thus, religious heritage sites require a management approach that considers 
all the factors that influence the visitor experience. These include understanding visitors’ 
motivations and accordingly establishing management procedures that help to meet 
visitors’ orientations, ensuring the authenticity of the religious heritage site, and making 
sure that the site has a professional staff team, since they are highly responsible in keeping 
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the site authentic and in making visitors culturally and spiritually connected to the site and 
its surroundings. 
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APPENDIX ONE: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Religious Tourism in Jordan 
 
 
Doctoral research by Feras Orekat, Department of Archaeology, University of Sydney, 
Australia. 
** (Please make sure that you have 5 pages) ** 
1- What is your nationality? 
................................................................................................................. 
2- Where do you currently live? 
 
3- What is your gender? (Please put Tick in the appropriate square) 
Male 
Female 
 
4- What is your age? 
18-30 
31-40 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
70-71+ 
 
5- Your marital status is? 
Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Widow/widower 
Other …………………………………………………................................................... 
Prefer not to answer 
 
6- Your educational level is? 
Primary school 
Secondary school 
Bachelor degree/Undergraduate University 
Masters or Doctoral degree 
Trade qualification 
Other ………………………………………………………...................... (Please specify) 
 
 
7- What is your annual income? 
Less than $US35,000 
$US36,000-60,000 
$US61,000-120,000 
More than $US120,000 
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8- Are you travelling: 
Independently 
In a small group 
With an organized tour company 
With family or friends 
 
9- Would you recommend this site to a friend? 
Yes 
No 
10- Did you expect/plan a special experience at this site? 
Yes 
No 
 
11- Was there anything special about the site? 
  Yes…………………………………....................................................................................... 
........................................................................................................................  (Please  specify) 
  No  …………………………………....................................................................................... 
..........................................................................................................................(Please   specify) 
12- Are you? 
Buddhist 
Christian 
Hindu 
Jewish 
Muslim 
Other ……………………..………………………………........................................(Please specify) 
None 
Prefer not to answer 
 
 
13- What is the MAIN reason for your visit to this site? 
  Religious purposes: 
If so, why are you visiting this site? 
Pilgrimage 
Spiritual healing 
Physical healing 
Other …………………………………………………….......................(Please specify) 
Historical purposes 
Knowledge 
Enjoyment 
Other.…………………………………………………..…………..........… (Please specify, i.e. because it is on the 
itinerary) 
14- Would you like to spend longer at this site? 
If yes what would you like to do? 
Religious retreat 
Learning about local culture 
Volunteering in the local community 
Other  ..................................................................................................................(Please  specify) 
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No 
 
 
 
15- Would you support this site to be listed as a World Heritage site? 
Yes 
No 
No opinion 
 
 
16- Did you change your mind about this site after your tour? 
Yes 
Negatively 
Positively 
No 
 
17- How did you learn about the site? 
In school 
From sacred or religious texts 
A friend 
On television 
In magazine /papers 
By internet 
Other........................................................................................................................  ...(Please  specify) 
 
18- How much did you know about the site BEFORE visiting? 
Nothing 
A few details 
A moderate amount 
Quite a lot 
Everything (I am an expert) 
 
 
19- How much do you know about the site AFTER visiting? 
A few details 
A moderate amount 
Quite a lot 
Everything (Now I am an expert) 
 
 
20- Have you ever participated in any religious activity? 
Yes 
No 
Prefer not to answer 
 
21- Do you consider this site MAINLY as a (PLEASE MARK ONE SQUARE ONLY): 
Jordanian site 
Christian site 
Islamic site 
Jewish site 
Heritage site 
Other...............................................................................................................  (Please specify) 
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22- How religious would you rate yourself on a scale from one to ten? (eg; 0........X..............10) 
 
 
 
0...................................................................................................10 
(Not religious) (Very religious) 
23- How often you go to church/temple/mosque? (PLEASE MARK ONE SQUARE ONLY): 
At least daily 
About once a week 
On special festivals 
Never 
Other 
Prefer not to answer 
 
24- The information signs at the site are easy to read 
Agree 
Disagree.............................................................................................. (Please specify problem) 
No opinion 
 
 
25- Did you have a tour guide at the site? 
Yes 
No (go to 28) 
 
 
26- Was this tour guide only for this site? 
Yes 
No 
 
 
27- Are you satisfied with this tour guide in general? 
Yes 
No.............................................................................................................................................. 
........................................................................................(Please specify eg; hard to understand) 
 
28- Have you ever heard of or read about one of these sites (Bethany, The Cave of the Seven Sleepers)? 
Yes ........................................................................................(Please specify eg; Magazine, TV) 
No (go to 30) 
 
 
29- Are you intending to visit one or both of these sites? 
Yes 
Bethany 
Cave of the Seven Sleepers 
No ……..............……………………………………………….......................(Please specify) 
 
30- Facilities for disabled people such as ramps and Braille signs, are adequate 
Agree 
Disagree 
No opinion 
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31- What was good at the site? (you may mark more than one square) 
Garden 
Museum 
Place to practice your religious beliefs 
Restaurant 
Parking 
Bathrooms 
Other...................................................................................................................................... 
.......................................................................................................................(Please   specify) 
    No opinion 
32- What could be improved or added? 
Garden 
Museum 
Place to practice your religious beliefs 
Restaurant 
Parking 
Bathrooms 
Other........................................................................................................................................ 
..........................................................................................................................(Please   specify) 
33- Did you purchase any local products or handicrafts at the site? 
Yes 
No (go to 35) 
34- Are you happy with the product? 
    Yes........................................................................................................................................... 
......................................................................................(Please specify why eg; Unique, reliable) 
     No.............................................................................................................................................. 
...................................................................(Please specify why eg; unreliable) 
 
35- Please estimate the longest conversation between you and a local person at or near the site? 
.........................................................................................................................  ………… 
 
 
 
 
 
  Thank you    
 
 
 
 
Office use only   
Code number   
Data coded   
Data entered   
Data verified   
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APPENDIX TWO: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT 
& CONSENT FORM 
Participant Information Statement 
 
What is the study about? 
 
This survey is being conducted in order to create a statistical study of religious, 
cultural, and heritage significance of tourism at three main sites in Jordan (Mount 
Nebo, Bethany, and the Cave of the Seven Sleepers). All responses are 
TOTALLY CONFIDENTIAL, and are collected for neutral academic purposes in 
order to improve the scholarly basis of tourism policy and management of 
religious sites. 
(1) Who is carrying out the study? 
The study is being conducted by Mr Feras Orekat and will form the basis for the degree 
of PhD at The University of Sydney under the supervision of Assoc. Prof. Alison Betts 
& Dr. Kate da Costa. 
(2) What does the study involve? 
You are asked to fill in a 5 page questionnaire. You should fill in the questionnaire 
AFTER visiting the site. NO IDENTIFYING INFORMATION IS COLLECTED – YOUR 
ANSWERS ARE ANONYMOUS. 
(3) How much time will the study take? 
It should take about 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. 
(4) Can I withdraw from the study? 
Being in this study is completely voluntary - you are not under any obligation to 
consent and - if you do consent - you can withdraw at any time without affecting 
your relationship with The University of Sydney. 
Submitting a completed questionnaire/survey is an indication of your consent to 
participate in the study. You can withdraw any time prior to submitting your 
completed questionnaire/survey. Once you have submitted your 
questionnaire/survey anonymously, your responses cannot be withdrawn. 
(5) Will anyone else know the results? 
All aspects of the study, including results, will be strictly confidential and only the 
researchers will have access to the completed questionnaires. A report of the 
study may be submitted for publication, but individual participants will not be 
identifiable in such a report. 
(6) Will the study benefit me?  No. 
(7) Can I tell other people about the study?  Yes. 
(8) What if I require further information? 
When you have read this information, a member of Mr Orekat’s team can discuss 
it with you further and answer any questions you may have. If you would like to 
know more at any stage, please feel free to contact Dr Kate da Costa on 
kate.da.costa@sydney.edu.au 
(9) What if I have a complaint or concerns? 
 
 
Any person with concerns or complaints about the conduct of a research 
study can contact The Manager, Human Ethics Administration, University 
of Sydney on +61 2 8627 8176 (Telephone); +61 2 8627 8177 (Facsimile) or 
ro.humanethics@sydney.edu.au (Email). 
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This information sheet is for you to keep 
 
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
 
 
I,   .............................................................................   give   consent   to my 
participation in the research project 
 
 
TITLE: 
RELIGIOUS TOURISM IN JORDAN: MT NEBO, THE BAPTISM SITE, THE 
CAVE OF THE SEVEN SLEEPERS. 
In giving my consent I acknowledge that: 
1)-The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been 
explained to me, and any questions I have about the project have been 
answered to my satisfaction. 
2)-I have read the Participant Information Statement and have been given 
the opportunity to discuss the information and my involvement in the project 
with the researcher/s. 
3)-I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any time, without 
affecting my relationship with the researcher(s) or the University of Sydney 
now or in the future. 
4)- I understand that my involvement is strictly confidential and no information 
about me will be used in any way that reveals my identity. 
5)-I understand that being in this study is completely voluntary – I am not 
under any obligation to consent. 
6)- I understand that I can stop the interview at any time if I do not wish to 
continue, the audio recording will be erased and the information provided will 
not be included in the study. 
7)-I consent to: – 
* Audio-taping YES  NO 
Signed: 
............................................................................................................................... 
Name: 
............................................................................................................................... 
Date: 
............................................................................................................................... 
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APPENDIX THREE 
 
(Permission) 
 
 
 
In The Name of God 
 
 
 
The Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities 
The Department of Antiquities 
Number 5/11/3535 
Date 4/8/2010 
Assenter 
His Excellency Al Maghtas organization Chairman 
Amman Antiquities Inspector Meddaba 
Antiquities inspector 
Feras Orekat is a student from the University of Sydney who attempting to conduct a 
questionnaire at three archaeological sites in Jordan: Bethany, Meddaba(Mount Nebo), and 
the Cave of the Seven Sleepers. The questionnaire will be distributed on a number of 
visitors at the mentioned sites. 
I do not mind Orekat’s research if he has a permit from the Minister of Tourism and if he 
informs her of all details in each stage. 
All  Respects 
Prof. Ziad al Saad 
Chairman of the Department of Antiquities. 
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APPENDIX FOUR 
 
(Mt Nebo Results) 
 
 
Table 1: How religious would you rate yourself on a scale from one to ten? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational groups Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
0 10 14.3  
 
38.329 
 
 
0.000 
1 5 14.3 
2 - 14.3 
3 8 14.3 
4 5 14.3 
5 27 14.3 
6 23 14.3 
7 12 14.3 
8 22 14.3 
9 13 14.3 
10 18 14.3 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
  
0 59 32.4  
 
 
 
104.579 
 
 
 
 
0.000 
1 6 32.4 
2 26 32.4 
3 23 32.4 
4 27 32.4 
5 62 32.4 
6 30 32.4 
7 50 32.4 
8 41 32.4 
9 13 32.4 
10 19 32.4 
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 2: Have you ever participated in any religious activity? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
 
Pilgrims 
   64.503* 0.000 
Yes 89 47.7 
No 43 47.7 
Prefer not to 
answer 
11 47.7 
Total  143    
 
Secular 
Tourists 
   106.927* 0.000 
Yes 171 118.7 
No 158 118.7 
Prefer not to 
answer 
27 118.7 
Total  356  
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Table 3: How often you go to church/temple/mosque? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims At least daily 19 23.8  
208.147 
 
0.000 About once a 
week 
86 23.8 
On special 
festivals 
23 23.8 
Never 3 23.8 
Other 7 23.8 
Prefer not to 
answer 
5 23.8 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
At least daily 35 59.3  
103.876 
 
0.000 About once a 
week 
90 59.3 
On special 
festivals 
114 59.3 
Never 55 59.3 
Other 34 59.3 
Prefer not to 
answer 
25 59.3 
Total  356  
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 4: Demographics of the motivational groups. 
 
Demographics Pilgrims 
(All: 143) 
Secular tourists 
(All: 356) 
All Visitors (N): 
499 
Nationalities    
Jordanians 25 92 117 
Europeans 57 159 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 30 35 65 
Asians 21 10 31 
Americans 5 23 28 
Others 5 37 42 
Gender    
Male 79 187 266 
Female 64 169 233 
Age    
18-30 37 103 140 
31-40 22 71 93 
41-50 16 47 63 
51-60 34 66 100 
61-70 27 55 82 
71+ 7 14 21 
Marital status    
Single 44 122 166 
Married 83 183 266 
Divorced 3 15 18 
Widow/widower 8 14 22 
Other 3 20 23 
Prefer not to answer 2 2 4 
Educational level    
Primary school 7 1 8 
Secondary school 52 64 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
58 192 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 17 64 81 
Trade qualification 4 24 28 
Other 5 11 16 
Form of traveling    
Independently 30 66 96 
In a small group 25 77 102 
With an organized tour company 72 108 180 
With family or friends 16 105 121 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 61 109 170 
$U36,000-60,000 41 110 151 
$U61,000-12,000 20 78 98 
More than $U120,000 21 59 80 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 16 6 22 
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Demographics Pilgrims 
(All: 143) 
Secular tourists 
(All: 356) 
ALL (N= 499) 
Christians 94 248 342 
Muslims 3 14 17 
Jewish 0 5 5 
Hindu 21 25 46 
Other 1 8 9 
None 1 50 51 
Prefer not to answer 7 0 7 
*Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 5: What is the main reason for your visit to this site? (Nationality analysis). 
 
Nationality Main Reason Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig 
Jordanians Religious 
Purposes 
  
 
 
 
 
90.248 
 
 
 
 
 
0.000 
Pilgrimage 17 14.6 
Spiritual Healing 6 14.6 
Physical Healing 2 14.6 
Historical 
Purposes 
 8 14.6 
Knowledge  16 14.6 
Enjoyment  42 14.6 
Because it is 
on the 
itinerary 
 26 14.6 
Total 117  
Europeans Religious 
Purposes 
  
 
 
 
148.899* 
 
 
 
 
0.000 
Pilgrimage 3 27.1 
Spiritual Healing 43 27.1 
Physical Healing 11 27.1 
Historical 
Purposes 
 12 27.1 
Knowledge  64 27.1 
Enjoyment  46 27.1 
Because it is 
on the 
itinerary 
 37 27.1 
Total 216  
Non- 
Jordanian 
Arabs 
Religious 
Purposes 
   
Pilgrimage 11 8.2  
 
 
 
31.455* 
 
 
 
 
0.000 
Spiritual Healing 10 8.2 
Physical Healing 9 8.2 
Historical 
Purposes 
 3 8.2 
Knowledge  9 8.2 
Enjoyment  20 8.2 
Because it is 
on the 
itinerary 
 30 8.2 
Total  65  
Asians Religious 
Purposes 
   
Pilgrimage 1 4.6  
55.500* 
 
Spiritual Healing 19 4.6 
Physical Healing 1 4.6 
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Nationality Main Reason Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig 
 Historical 
Purposes 
 2 4.6  0.043 
Knowledge  5 4.6 
Enjoyment  1 4.6 
Because it is 
on the 
itinerary 
 2 4.6 
Total 31  
Americans Religious 
Purposes 
  
 
 
 
 
9.857* 
 
 
 
 
 
0.000 
Pilgrimage 1 5.6 
Spiritual Healing 4 5.6 
Physical Healing 0 5.6 
Historical 
Purposes 
 0 5.6 
Knowledge  11 5.6 
Enjoyment  7 5.6 
Because it is 
on the 
itinerary 
 5 5.6 
Total 28  
Others Religious 
Purposes 
  
 
 
 
 
 
36.286* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0.000 
Pilgrimage 0 7 
Spiritual Healing 4 7 
Physical Healing 1 7 
Historical 
Purposes 
 1 7 
Knowledge  20 7 
Enjoyment  7 7 
Because it is 
on the 
itinerary 
 9 7 
Total 42  
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Table 6: How religious would you rate yourself on a scale from one to ten? (Demographics’ 
analysis %). 
 
Demographics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ALL (N= 
499) 
Nationality             
Jordanians 6.0 1.7 2.6 0.0 4.3 20.5 12.8 17.1 14.5 9.4 11.1 117 
Europeans 21.7 1.8 6.0 9.7 5.5 17.5 9.7 9.7 9.2 4.6 4.6 216 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
3.0 3.0 0.0 4.5 9.1 18.2 13.6 13.6 21.2 0.0 13.6 65 
Asians 3.1 3.1 0.0 3.1 6.3 12.5 18.8 18.8 18.8 6.3 9.4 31 
Americans 17.9 3.6 17.9 10.7 3.6 7.1 3.6 7.1 10.7 17.9 0.0 28 
Others 16.7 2.4 11.9 7.1 16.7 14.3 2.4 9.5 7.1 4.8 7.1 42 
Gender             
Male 12.7 2.2 4.9 6.7 5.6 16.0 11.6 11.2 15.7 4.5 9.0 266 
Female 15.0 2.1 5.6 5.6 7.7 20.1 9.4 13.7 9.0 6.0 6.0 233 
Age             
18-30 10.6 1.4 2.8 5.0 6.4 17.7 12.1 14.9 15.6 4.3 9.2 140 
31-40 9.6 2.1 7.4 6.4 9.6 21.3 7.4 16.0 8.5 4.3 7.4 93 
41-50 9.5 3.2 3.2 7.9 4.8 25.4 9.5 11.1 9.5 6.3 9.5 63 
51-60 18.8 2.0 5.9 5.9 6.9 12.9 14.9 7.9 13.9 4.0 6.9 100 
61-70 18.3 3.7 8.5 6.1 4.9 13.4 7.3 13.4 13.4 6.1 4.9 82 
71+ 23.8 0.0 0.0 9.5 4.8 23.8 9.5 0.0 9.5 14.3 4.8 21 
Marital status             
Single 11.9 1.2 5.4 7.1 8.9 16.7 11.3 13.1 12.5 4.8 7.1 166 
Married 9.3 4.9 3.5 5.4 6.5 13.1 14.2 13.9 9.8 6.5 12.8 266 
Divorced 33.3 0.0 5.6 0.0 5.6 22.2 0.0 5.6 11.1 5.6 11.1 18 
Widow/widower 9.1 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 22.7 9.1 13.6 13.6 13.6 13.6 22 
Other 30.4 0.0 21.7 4.3 8.7 17.4 0.0 8.7 4.3 4.3 0.0 23 
Prefer not to 
answer 
0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 
Educational level             
Primary school 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 8 
Secondary school 11.1 0.9 4.3 6.8 5.1 17.1 12.0 10.3 13.7 7.7 11.1 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
12.3 2.0 6.0 6.0 7.5 17.1 12.3 13.1 12.3 5.2 6.3 250 
Masters or 
doctoral degree 
21.0 3.7 6.2 4.9 4.9 18.5 3.7 14.8 12.3 1.2 8.6 81 
Trade 
qualification 
10.7 7.1 3.6 14.3 7.1 14.3 7.1 14.3 14.3 3.6 3.6 28 
Other 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 37.5 6.3 6.3 12.5 6.3 0.0 16 
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Demographics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ALL (N= 
499) 
Form of 
traveling 
            
Independently 10.3 1.0 8.2 5.2 7.2 17.5 5.2 10.3 16.5 5.2 13.4 96 
In a small group 16.3 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 18.3 10.6 17.3 13.5 6.7 5.8 102 
With an organized 
tour company 
13.9 1.7 5.0 8.9 6.1 18.9 12.2 11.1 12.2 5.6 4.4 180 
With family or 
friends 
14.0 3.3 5.0 5.8 9.9 16.5 12.4 11.6 9.1 3.3 9.1 121 
Annual income             
Less than 
$U35,000 
13.4 1.7 4.1 8.1 7.0 18.6 9.9 13.4 11.0  
5.8 
 
7.0 
170 
$U36,000-60,000 17.1 3.3 3.9 3.9 6.6 13.8 9.9 9.9 16.4 3.9 11.2 151 
$U61,000- 
120,000 
11.2 2.0 9.2 7.1 7.1 19.4 8.2 14.3 11.2 6.1 4.1 98 
More than 
$U120,000 
11.3 1.3 5.0 5.0 5.0 22.5 16.3 12.5 10.0 5.0 6.3 80 
Religious 
affiliation 
            
Buddhist 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.7 9.1 22.7 27.3 0.0 9.1 22 
Christians 9.3 2.0 4.4 5.8 7.3 19.2 11.0 14.0 13.7 6.7 6.7 342 
Muslims 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 11.8 23.5 29.4 17.6 5.9 5.9 0.0 17 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 2.2 6.5 0.0 8.7 4.3 19.6 10.9 6.5 15.2 2.2 23.9 46 
Other 22.2 0.0 22.2 22.2 22.2 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9 
None 59.6 1.9 15.4 7.7 1.9 5.8 1.9 1.9 0.0 1.9 1.9 51 
Prefer not to 
answer 
14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 28.6 0.0 14.3 7 
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Table 7: Have you ever participated in any religious activity? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes% No% Prefer not to 
answer% 
ALL (N= 
499) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 33.3 58.1 8.5 117 
Europeans 53.9 38.7 7.4 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 51.5 40.9 7.6 65 
Asians 59.4 28.1 12.5 31 
Americans 71.4 28.6 0.0 28 
Others 76.2 16.7 7.1 42 
Gender     
Male 48.5 44.8 6.7 266 
Female 56.0 35.5 8.5 233 
Age     
18-30 43.3 47.5 9.2 140 
31-40 48.9 45.7 5.3 93 
41-50 52.4 41.3 6.3 63 
51-60 63.4 30.7 5.9 100 
61-70 54.9 35.4 9.8 82 
71+ 57.1 33.3 9.5 21 
Marital status     
Single 49.4 42.9 7.7 166 
Married 51.3 40.4 8.2 266 
Divorced 55.6 44.4 0.0 18 
Widow/widower 63.6 31.8 4.5 22 
Other 60.9 34.8 4.3 23 
Prefer not to answer 75.0 0.0 25.0 4 
Educational level     
Primary school 37.5 62.5 0.0 8 
Secondary school 58.1 34.2 7.7 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
47.2 45.2 7.5 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 59.3 34.6 6.2 81 
Trade qualification 53.6 39.3 7.1 28 
Other 50.0 31.3 18.8 16 
Form of traveling     
Independently 43.3 46.4 10.3 96 
In a small group 57.7 34.6 7.7 102 
With an organized tour company 60.6 32.2 7.2 180 
With family or friends 41.3 52.9 5.8 121 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No Prefer not to 
answer 
ALL (N= 
499) 
Income     
Less than $U35,000 50.0 40.1 9.9 170 
$U36,000-60,000 52.6 40.1 7.2 151 
$U61,000-120,000 61.2 29.6 9.2 98 
More than $U120,000 43.8 55.0 1.3 80 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 27.3 59.1 13.6 22 
Christians 54.9 37.8 7.3 342 
Muslims 35.3 58.8 5.9 17 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 56.5 37.0 6.5 46 
Other 33.3 55.6 11.1 9 
None 48.1 46.2 5.8 51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 57.1 28.6 7 
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Table 8: How often you go to church/temple/mosque? (Demographics’ analysis %). 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
At least 
daily 
About 
once a 
week 
On 
special 
festivals 
Never other Prefer 
not to 
answer 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
Nationality        
Jordanians 26.5 29.9 23.9 10.3 2.6 6.8 117 
Europeans 6.5 26.7 33.6 13.4 12.9 6.9 216 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
7.6 66.7 12.1 7.6 0.0 6.1 65 
Asians 12.5 68.8 12.5 0.0 6.3 0.0 31 
Americans 0.0 21.4 32.1 25.0 10.7 10.7 28 
Others 2.4 26.2 35.7 14.3 14.3 7.1 42 
Gender        
Male 16.4 36.6 22.8 11.6 6.3 6.3 266 
Female 4.7 33.3 32.5 12.0 10.7 6.8 233 
Age        
18-30 11.3 43.3 21.3 11.3 5.0 7.8 140 
31-40 11.7 26.6 33.0 16.0 6.4 6.4 93 
41-50 20.6 27.0 30.2 7.9 7.9 6.3 63 
51-60 5.0 38.6 30.7 9.9 11.9 4.0 100 
61-70 8.5 31.7 25.6 13.4 13.4 7.3 82 
71+ 14.3 38.1 23.8 9.5 4.8 9.5 21 
Marital status        
Single 11.3 34.5 24.4 14.3 7.1 8.3 166 
Married 10.9 38.2 28.8 9.4 7.1 5.6 266 
Divorced 0.0 11.1 44.4 11.1 27.8 5.6 18 
Widow/widower 18.2 45.5 18.2 9.1 4.5 4.5 22 
Other 8.7 4.3 30.4 26.1 21.7 8.7 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 
Educational level        
Primary school 25.0 37.5 12.5 25.0 0.0 0.0 8 
Secondary school 11.1 51.3 19.7 3.4 6.8 7.7 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
11.5 32.9 31.0 11.1 7.5 6.0 250 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
11.1 22.2 24.7 19.8 12.3 9.9 81 
Trade qualification 0.0 25.0 42.9 21.4 7.1 3.6 28 
Other 12.5 31.3 18.8 18.8 18.8 0.0 16 
Form of traveling        
Independently 11.3 38.1 26.8 9.3 7.2 7.2 96 
In a small group 10.6 29.8 27.9 15.4 7.7 8.7 102 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
At least 
daily 
About 
once a 
week 
On 
special 
festivals 
Never other Prefer 
not to 
answer 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
With an organized 
tour company 
9.4 41.7 26.1 8.9 9.4 4.4 180 
        
With family or 
friends 
13.2 27.3 28.9 14.9 8.3 7.4 121 
Annual income        
Less than $U35,000 5.8 44.2 25.6 7.6 8.1 8.7 170 
$U36,000-60,000 19.1 29.6 26.3 16.4 5.9 2.6 151 
$U61,000-120,000 9.2 31.6 25.5 11.2 13.3 9.2 98 
More than 
$U120,000 
8.8 30.0 35.0 12.5 7.5 6.3 80 
Religious affiliation        
Buddhist 22.7 45.5 4.5 9.1 4.5 13.6 22 
Christians 12.8 37.2 29.4 7.3 8.1 5.2 342 
Muslims 11.8 11.8 47.1 11.8 5.9 11.8 17 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 5 
Hindu 4.3 67.4 23.9 2.2 0.0 2.2 46 
Other 11.1 0.0 0.0 44.4 33.3 11.1 9 
None 0.0 5.8 17.3 51.9 19.2 5.8 51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 0.0 42.9 0.0 0.0 42.9 7 
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Table 9: Did you expect/plan a special experience at this site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims    45.881* 0.000 
Yes 112 71.5 
No 31 71.5 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
   99.281* .000 
Yes 272 178.0 
No 84 178.0 
Total  356    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Table 10: Was there any thing special about this site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     
 The View 63 35.75 28.264 0.000 
 Museum 20 35.75 
 The Architecture 7 35.75 
 The sense of spirituality at the site 53 35.75 
Total 143    
Secular Tourists     
 The View 53 89.0 326.662 0.000 
 Museum 57 89.0 
 The Architecture 14 89.0 
 The sense of spirituality at the site 232 89.0 
Total 356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 11: Did you expect/plan a special experience at this site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 499) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 73.5 26.5 117 
Europeans 46.1 53.9 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 83.3 16.7 65 
Asians 75.0 25.0 31 
Americans 28.6 71.4 28 
Others 23.8 76.2 42 
Gender    
Male 59.3 40.7 266 
Female 53.0 47.0 233 
Age    
18-30 62.4 37.6 140 
31-40 69.2 30.9 93 
41-50 58.7 41.3 63 
51-60 46.5 53.5 100 
61-70 43.9 56.1 82 
71+ 47.6 52.4 21 
Marital status    
Single 58.3 41.7 166 
Married 59.6 40.5 266 
Divorced 50.0 50.0 18 
Widow/widower 50.0 50.0 22 
Other 21.7 78.3 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 75.0 4 
Educational level    
Primary school 87.5 12.5 8 
Secondary school 60.7 39.3 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 60.7 39.3 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 43.2 56.8 81 
Trade qualification 46.4 53.6 28 
Other 25.0 75.0 16 
Form of traveling    
Independently 62.9 37.1 96 
In a small group 47.1 52.9 102 
With an organized tour company 51.1 48.9 180 
With family or friends 66.9 33.1 121 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 57.6 42.4 170 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 499) 
$U36,000-60,000 59.2 40.8 151 
$U61,000-12,000 44.9 55.1 98 
More than $U120,000 62.5 37.5 80 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhists 59.1 40.9 22 
Christians 56.1 43.9 342 
Muslims 70.6 29.4 17 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 84.8 15.2 46 
Other 33.3 66.7 9 
None 30.8 69.2 51 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 71.4 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 12: Was there any thing special about this site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
The 
view 
The sense of 
spirituality at the site 
The 
museu 
m 
The 
architectu 
re 
All (N= 
499) 
Nationality      
Jordanians 50.4 23.1 14.5 12.0 117 
Europeans 21.2 55.8 12.9 10.1 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 62.1 22.7 10.6 4.5 65 
Asians 21.9 25.0 31.3 21.9 31 
Americans 53.6 28.6 17.9 0.0 28 
Others 46.9 31.3 15.6 6.3 42 
Gender      
Male 38.1 33.2 16.8 11.9 266 
Female 37.6 45.3 13.7 3.4 233 
Age      
18-30 51.1 31.9 10.6 6.4 140 
31-40 36.2 44.7 11.7 7.4 93 
41-50 34.9 36.5 22.2 6.3 63 
51-60 16.8 59.4 15.8 7.9 100 
61-70 59.8 26.8 7.3 6.1 82 
71+ 33.3 23.8 28.6 14.3 21 
Marital status      
Single 35.1 39.9 16.7 8.3 166 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
The 
view 
The sense of 
spirituality at the site 
The 
museu 
m 
The 
architectu 
re 
All (N= 
499) 
Married 37.1 35.6 21.0 6.4 266 
Divorced 33.3 27.8 22.2 16.7 18 
Widow/widower 27.3 22.7 18.2 31.8 22 
Other 30.4 30.4 30.4 8.7 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 4 
Educational level      
Primary school 37.5 25.0 37.5 0.0 8 
Secondary school 48.7 38.5 8.5 4.3 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
38.9 33.3 15.9 11.9 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 33.3 39.5 6.2 21.0 81 
Trade qualification 42.9 42.9 14.3 0.0 28 
Other 43.8 18.8 25.0 12.5 16 
Form of traveling      
Independently 58.8 28.9 5.2 7.2 96 
In a small group 37.5 30.8 16.3 15.4 102 
With an organized tour 
company 
33.9 30.0 30.0 6.1 180 
With family or friends 59.5 23.1 13.2 4.1 121 
Annual income      
Less than $U35,000 40.1 39.5 9.9 10.5 170 
$U36,000-60,000 36.8 42.1 12.5 8.6 151 
$U61,000-120,000 45.9 22.4 16.3 15.3 98 
More than $U120,000 31.3 35.0 20.0 13.8 80 
Religious affiliation      
Buddhist 36.4 31.8 18.2 13.6 22 
Christians 35.8 41.3 12.2 10.8 342 
Muslims 35.3 29.4 17.6 17.6 17 
Jewish 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 5 
Hindu 52.2 28.3 15.2 4.3 46 
Other 33.3 33.3 22.2 11.1 9 
None 42.0 36.0 12.0 10.0 51 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 28.6 28.6 14.3 7 
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Table 13: Did you change your mind about this site after your tour? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes/ Negatively 9 47.7  
 
50.448 
 
 
0.000 
Yes/ Positively 76 47.7 
Total 85  
   
NO 58 47.7 
Total  143  
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes/ Negatively 26 118.7  
 
147.376 
 
 
0.000 
Yes/ Positively 117 118.7 
NO 213 118.7 
Total  356  
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
 
Table 14: Would you recommend this site to a friend? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims    63.112* 0.000 
Yes 119 71.5 
No 24 71.5 
Total  143  252.809* 0.000 
Secular 
Tourists 
   
Yes 328 178.0 
No 28 178.0 
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 15: Would you like to spend longer at this site? If yes what would you like to do? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     
 Religious Retreat 5 28.6 75.986 0.000 
 Learning about local culture 31 28.6   
 Volunteering in the local 
Community 
46 28.6   
 Enjoying the view 5 28.6   
Yes/ Total 87    
NO/Total 56 28.6   
Pilgrims Total 143    
Secular Tourists     
 Religious Retreat 12 71.2   
 Learning about local culture 19 71.2 447.792 0.000 
 Volunteering in the local 
Community 
90 71.2   
 Enjoying the view 15 71.2   
 Yes /Total 136    
 NO/ Total 220 71.2   
Total 356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
Table 16: Did you purchase any local products or handicrafts at the site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 42 71.5 24.343 0.000 
 No 101 71.5   
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 74 178.0   
 No 282 178.0 121.528 0.000 
Total  356    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 17: Would you like to spend longer at this site? If yes what would you like to do? 
(Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 499) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 59.0 41.0 117 
Europeans 36.4 63.6 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 65.2 34.9 65 
Asians 65.6 34.4 31 
Americans 3.6 96.4 28 
Others 28.6 71.4 42 
Gender    
Male 48.1 51.9 266 
Female 41.0 59.0 233 
Age    
18-30 61.0 39.0 140 
31-40 55.3 44.7 93 
41-50 33.3 66.7 63 
51-60 29.7 70.3 100 
61-70 35.4 64.6 82 
71+ 33.3 66.7 21 
Marital status    
Single 54.8 45.2 166 
Married 39.7 60.3 266 
Divorced 33.3 66.7 18 
Widow/widower 63.6 36.4 22 
Other 21.7 78.3 23 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 4 
Educational level    
Primary school 62.5 37.5 8 
Secondary school 53.9 46.2 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 44.4 55.6 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 39.5 60.5 81 
Trade qualification 25.0 75.0 28 
Other 37.5 62.5 16 
Form of traveling    
Independently 50.5 49.5 96 
In a small group 42.3 57.7 102 
With an organized tour company 42.2 57.8 180 
With family or friends 46.3 53.7 121 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 48.3 51.7 170 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 499) 
$U36,000-60,000 45.4 54.6 151 
$U61,000-120,000 42.9 57.1 98 
More than $U120,000 38.8 61.3 80 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 54.6 45.5 22 
Christians 42.2 57.9 342 
Muslims 41.2 58.8 17 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 75.0 25.0 46 
Other 22.2 77.8 9 
None 26.9 73.1 51 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 71.4 7 
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Table 18: Respondents‘ opinions about what would they like to do if they stay longer at the 
site (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Religiou 
s retreat 
Learning 
about local 
culture 
Volunteering in 
the local 
community 
Enjoying 
the view 
All 
(N= 
499) 
Nationality      
Jordanians 5.8 17.4 56.5 20.3 68 
Europeans 10.1 13.9 72.2 3.8 78 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 14.0 39.5 41.9 4.7 43 
Asians 0.0 38.1 61.9 0.0 21 
Americans 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 1 
Others 8.3 16.7 66.7 8.3 12 
Gender      
Male 10.1 22.5 57.4 10.1 128 
Female 6.3 21.9 64.6 7.3 95 
Age      
18-30 10.5 19.8 57.0 12.8 85 
31-40 5.8 21.2 69.2 3.8 51 
41-50 0.0 42.9 47.6 9.5 21 
51-60 13.3 23.3 60.0 3.3 30 
61-70 10.3 20.7 58.6 10.3 29 
71+ 0.0 0.0 85.7 14.3 7 
Marital status      
Single 4.4 12.0 35.4 48.1 82 
Married 8.5 25.5 60.4 5.7 114 
Divorced 16.7 16.7 66.7 0.0 6 
Widow/widower 7.1 14.3 64.3 14.3 14 
Other 20.0 60.0 0.0 20.0 5 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Educational level      
Primary school 20.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 5 
Secondary school 9.5 30.2 55.6 4.8 62 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
8.0 20.5 61.6 9.8 111 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
3.1 15.6 65.6 15.6 32 
Trade qualification 0.0 14.3 71.4 14.3 7 
Other 33.3 0.0 66.7 0.0 6 
Form of traveling      
Independently 8.2 34.7 51.0 6.1 49 
In a small group 4.5 18.2 70.5 6.8 44 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Religiou 
s retreat 
Learning 
about local 
culture 
Volunteering in 
the local 
community 
Enjoying 
the view 
All 
(N= 
499) 
With an organized 
tour company 
11.8 19.7 63.2 5.3 75 
With family or 
friends 
7.1 17.9 57.1 17.9 55 
Annual income      
Less than $U35,000 5.2 11.0 27.3 4.7 82 
$U36,000-60,000 5.8 21.7 62.3 10.1 68 
$U61,000-120,000 7.1 26.2 59.5 7.1 42 
More than 
$U120,000 
9.7 16.1 67.7 6.5 31 
Religious affiliation      
Buddhist 0.0 16.7 75.0 8.3 12 
Christians 9.0 20.0 60.0 11.0 144 
Muslims 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 7 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 13.2 39.5 42.1 5.3 37 
Other 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 2 
None 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 14 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 2 
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Table 19: Did you change your mind about this site after your tour? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ demographics No Negatively Positively All (N= 499) 
Nationalities     
Jordanians 31.6 16.2 52.1 117 
Europeans 65.4 1.8 32.7 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 34.8 13.6 51.5 65 
Asians 50.0 0.0 50.0 31 
Americans 82.1 0.0 17.9 28 
Others 73.8 7.1 19.0 42 
Gender     
Male 48.1 9.0 42.9 266 
Female 61.1 4.7 34.2 233 
Age     
18-30 37.6 16.3 46.1 140 
31-40 55.3 3.2 41.5 93 
41-50 58.7 3.2 38.1 63 
51-60 71.3 3.0 25.7 100 
61-70 53.7 3.7 42.7 82 
71+ 66.7 4.8 28.6 21 
Marital status     
Single 45.8 11.3 42.9 166 
Married 58.1 4.9 37.1 266 
Divorced 66.7 5.6 27.8 18 
Widow/widower 54.5 0.0 45.5 22 
Other 60.9 4.3 34.8 23 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 25.0 25.0 4 
Educational level     
Primary school 37.5 0.0 62.5 8 
Secondary school 47.0 6.8 46.2 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 55.2 7.5 37.3 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 63.0 8.6 28.4 81 
Trade qualification 67.9 0.0 32.1 28 
Other 31.2 6.2 62.5 16 
Form of traveling     
Independently 47.4 11.3 41.2 96 
In a small group 58.7 3.8 37.5 102 
With an organized tour company 57.8 5.6 36.7 180 
With family or friends 50.4 8.3 41.3 121 
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Respondents’ demographics No Negatively Positively All (N= 499) 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 52.9 6.4 40.7 170 
$U36,000-60,000 57.2 5.3 37.5 151 
$U61,000-120,000 59.2 8.2 32.7 98 
More than $U120,000 45.0 10.0 45.0 80 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 40.9 13.6 45.5 22 
Christians 56.4 5.8 37.8 342 
Muslims    17 
Jewish    5 
Hindu 15.2 19.6 65.2 46 
Other 40.0 0.0 60.0 9 
None 47.1 11.8 41.2 51 
Prefer not to answer 88.9 0.0 11.1 7 
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Table 20: Did you purchase any local products or handicrafts at the site? (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 499) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 25.0 75.0 117 
Europeans 20.3 79.7 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 39.4 60.6 65 
Asians 28.1 71.9 31 
Americans 14.2 85.7 28 
Others 11.0 89.0 42 
Gender    
Male 25.2 74.8 266 
Female 21.0 79.0 233 
Age    
18-30 31.0 69.0 140 
31-40 19.2 80.9 93 
41-50 17.5 82.5 63 
51-60 23.2 76.8 100 
61-70 17.1 82.9 82 
71+ 33.3 66.7 21 
Marital status    
Single 24.4 75.6 166 
Married 23.4 76.6 266 
Divorced 5.6 94.4 18 
Widow/widower 31.8 68.2 22 
Other 17.4 82.6 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 75.0 4 
Educational level    
Primary school 50.0 50.0 8 
Secondary school 28.0 72.0 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 21.6 78.4 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 19.8 80.3 81 
Trade qualification 17.9 82.1 28 
Other 31.3 68.8 16 
Form of traveling    
Independently 24.4 75.6 96 
In a small group 26.0 74.0 102 
With an organized tour company 25.0 75.0 180 
With family or friends 18.1 81.9 121 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 23.6 76.4 170 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 499) 
$U36,000-60,000 19.6 80.4 151 
$U61,000-120,000 28.6 71.4 98 
More than $U120,000 23.8 76.3 80 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 22.7 77.3 22 
Christians 20.0 80.0 342 
Muslims 58.8 41.2 17 
Jewish 40.0 60.0 5 
Hindu 47.8 52.2 46 
Other 11.1 88.9 9 
None 15.4 84.6 51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 85.7 7 
 
 
 
Table 21: Are you happy with the product? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes/Unique 36 21.0 10.71 0.000 
Yes/Reliable 6 21.0 
Total  42    
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes/Unique 63 37.0 18.27 0.000 
Yes/Reliable 11 37.0 
Total  74    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 22: Are you happy with the product? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes 
Unique 
Yes 
Reliable 
All (N= 499) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 82.5 17.5 29 
Europeans 88.6 11.4 43 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 92.3 7.7 26 
Asians 88.8 11.2 9 
Americans 75.0 25.0 4 
Others 100 - 5 
Gender    
Male 86.7 13.3 67 
Female 90 10.0 49 
Age    
18-30 88.6 11.4 43 
31-40 88.8 11.2 17 
41-50 81.8 18.2 11 
51-60 91.6 8.4 24 
61-70 78.5 21.5 14 
71+ 71.4 28.6 7 
Marital status    
Single 92.6 7.8 40 
Married 96.8 3.2 63 
Divorced 100 - 1 
Widow/widower 71.4 28.6 7 
Other 50.0 50.0 4 
Prefer not to answer 100 - 1 
Educational level    
Primary school 100 - 4 
Secondary school 84.8 15.2 32 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 92.7 7.3 54 
Masters or doctoral degree 87.5 12.5 16 
Trade qualification 60.0 40.0 5 
Other 60.0 40.0 5 
Form of traveling    
Independently 87.5 12.5 23 
In a small group 92.5 7.5 26 
With an organized tour company 95.5 4.5 45 
With family or friends 86.3 13.7 22 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes 
Unique 
Yes 
Reliable 
All (N= 499) 
Income    
Less than $U35,000 95.1 4.9 40 
$U36,000-60,000 93.3 6.7 29 
$U61,000-120,000 89.2 10.8 28 
More than $U120,000 84.2 15.8 19 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 80.0 20.0 5 
Christians 95.6 4.4 68 
Muslims 70.0 30.0 10 
Jewish 100 - 2 
Hindu 81.8 18.2 21 
Other 100 - 1 
None 87.5 12.5 8 
Prefer not to answer 100 - 1 
350  
Table 23: Would you recommend this site to a friend? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 499) 
Nationalities    
Jordanians 86.3 13.7 117 
Europeans 88.9 11.1 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 90.9 9.1 65 
Asian 96.9 3.1 31 
American 96.4 3.6 28 
Other 90.5 9.5 42 
Gender    
Male 86.9 13.1 266 
Female 92.7 7.3 233 
Age    
18-30 90.1 9.9 140 
31-40 91.5 80.5 93 
41-50 84.1 15.9 63 
51-60 96.0 4.0 100 
61-70 82.9 17.1 82 
71+ 90.5 9.5 21 
Marital status    
Single 92.3 7.7 166 
Married 88.0 12.0 266 
Divorced 77.8 22.2 18 
Widow/widower 100 0 22 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 499) 
Other 87.0 13.0 23 
Prefer not to answer 100 0 4 
Educational level    
Primary school 100 0 8 
Secondary school 84.6 15.4 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 88.5 11.5 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 93.8 6.2 81 
Trade qualification 100 0.0 28 
Other 100 0 16 
Form of traveling    
Independently 85.6 14.4 96 
In a small group 89.4 10.6 102 
With an organized tour company 87.8 12.2 180 
With family or friends 95.9 4.1 121 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 92.4 7.6 170 
$U36,000-60,000 91.4 8.6 151 
$U61,000-120,000 84.7 15.3 98 
More than $U120,000 86.2 13.8 80 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 40.9 59.1 22 
Christians 91.3 8.7 342 
Muslims 94.1 5.9 17 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 499) 
Jewish 100 0.0 5 
Hindu 100 0.0 46 
Other 100 0.0 9 
None 86.5 13.5 51 
Prefer not to answer 85.7 14.3 7 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 24: What was good at the site? (you may mark more than one square). (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Garden 15 17.9  
 
 
153.671 
 
 
 
0.000 
Museum 60 17.9 
Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
35 17.9 
Restaurant 3 17.9 
Parking 7 17.9 
Bathrooms 7 17.9 
Mosaic Floor 5 17.9 
No Opinion 11 17.9 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
Garden 48 44.5  
 
313.573 
0.000 
Museum 151 44.5 
Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
36 44.5 
Restaurant 7 44.5 
Parking 23 44.5 
Bathrooms 21 44.5 
Mosaic Floor 29 44.5 
No Opinion 41 44.5 
Total  356    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 25: What could be improved or added? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Garden 51 20.4 64.014 0.000 
Museum 17 20.4 
Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
24 20.4 
Restaurant 17 20.4 
Parking 4 20.4 
Bathrooms 17 20.4 
Mosaic Floor 13 20.4 
No Opinion - 20.4 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
Garden 69 50.9 47.247 0.000 
 Museum 66 50.9 
Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
52 50.9 
Restaurant 47 50.9 
Parking 9 50.9 
Bathrooms 59 50.9 
Mosaic Floor 54 50.9 
No Opinion - 50.9 
Total  356    
*Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 26: What was good at the site? (you may mark more than one square). (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Garden Mus 
eum 
Chu 
rch 
Restau 
rants 
Par 
king 
Bathr 
ooms 
Mosaic 
floor 
No 
opini 
on 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
 
Nationality 
         
Jordanians 17.1 52.1 11.1 0.9 1.7 1.7 7.7 7.7 117 
Europeans 11.5 40.6 14.8 1.8 5.5 6.9 6.0 12.9 216 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
9.1 37.9 21.2 7.6 10.6 3.0 4.6 6.1 65 
Asians 9.4 53.1 21.9 0.0 0.0 6.3 3.1 6.3 31 
Americans 21.4 21.4 7.1 0.0 7.1 14.3 14.3 14.3 28 
Others 7.1 31.0 9.5 0.0 16.7 7.1 11.9 16.7 42 
Gender          
Male 14.2 41.8 15.3 1.9 6.3 5.2 5.2 10.1 266 
Female 10.7 42.7 13.3 2.1 5.6 6.0 9.0 10.7 233 
Age          
18-30 13.5 46.1 13.5 2.8 7.1 3.6 7.1 6.4 140 
31-40 16.0 38.3 12.8 1.1 11.7 7.5 3.2 9.6 93 
41-50 6.4 47.6 11.1 3.2 3.2 3.2 15.9 9.5 63 
51-60 13.9 40.6 14.9 2.0 4.0 7.9 6.9 9.9 100 
61-70 11.0 36.6 22.0 0.0 2.4 6.1 3.7 18.3 82 
71+ 9.5 47.6 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 9.5 14.3 21 
Marital status          
Single 14.3 42.9 13.1 2.4 7.7 4.2 6.0 9.5 166 
Married 10.5 41.6 16.5 1.5 5.2 7.5 7.9 9.4 266 
Divorced 33.3 33.3 5.6 0.0 5.6 0.0 5.6 16.7 18 
Widow/widowed 18.2 40.9 13.6 4.6 0.0 0.0 4.6 18.2 22 
Other 4.4 56.5 0.0 4.4 13.0 0.0 8.7 13.0 23 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 4 
Educational level          
Primary school 12.5 37.5 37.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8 
Secondary school 11.1 38.5 18.0 3.4 5.1 5.1 6.0 12.8 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
11.5 45.2 13.1 0.8 6.4 5.6 6.8 10.7 250 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
22.2 34.6 13.6 1.2 7.4 7.4 4.9 8.6 81 
Trade qualification 7.1 42.9 10.7 7.1 7.1 7.1 10.7 7.1 28 
Other 0.0 62.5 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 6.3 16 
Form of traveling          
Independently 12.4 34.0 13.4 0.0 11.3 5.2 9.3 14.4 96 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Garden Mus 
eum 
Chu 
rch 
Restau 
rants 
Par 
king 
Bathr 
ooms 
Mosaic 
floor 
No 
opini 
on 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
In a small group 11.5 46.2 17.3 1.0 2.9 4.8 7.7 8.7 102 
With an organized 
tour company 
13.9 42.8 13.3 3.9 3.3 7.2 5.6 10.0 180 
With family or 
friends 
11.6 44.6 14.1 1.7 8.3 4.1 6.6 9.1 121 
Annual income          
Less than $U35,000 10.5 44.2 15.7 1.7 5.2 7.0 6.4 9.3 170 
$U36,000-60,000 15.1 40.1 15.1 1.3 3.3 4.6 7.9 12.5 151 
$U61,000-120,000 12.2 36.7 18.4 0.0 11.2 5.1 5.1 11.2 98 
More than 
$U120,000 
12.5 48.8 5.0 6.3 6.3 5.0 8.8 11.3 80 
Religious affiliation          
Buddhist 9.1 68.2 18.2 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 22 
Christians 14.0 42.2 12.8 2.9 5.5 5.8 7.6 9.3 342 
Muslims 2.2 39.1 32.6 0.0 8.7 4.4 4.4 8.7 17 
Jewish 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 2.2 39.1 32.6 0.0 8.7 4.4 4.4 8.7 46 
Other 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 11.1 22.2 33.3 9 
None 13.5 36.5 13.5 0.0 5.8 7.7 5.8 17.3 51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 42.9 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 28.6 7 
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Table 27: What could be improved or added?  (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gard 
en 
Mus 
eum 
Chu 
rch 
Res 
taur 
ant 
Park 
ing 
Bath 
room 
s 
Mosai 
c   
floor 
No 
opi 
nio 
n 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
Nationality          
Jordanians 31.6 12.8 9.4 16.2 1.7 17.1 11.1 0.0 117 
Europeans 19.4 17.5 19.8 9.7 3.7 16.6 13.4 0.0 216 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
25.8 19.7 15.2 10.6 4.6 10.6 13.6 0.0 65 
Asians 40.6 15.6 15.6 15.6 0.0 3.1 9.4 0.0 31 
Americans 25.0 10.7 10.7 21.4 0.0 25.0 7.1 0.0 28 
Others 11.9 23.8 9.5 14.3 0.0 14.3 26.2 0.0 42 
Gender          
Male 28.0 17.5 14.6 13.8 3.0 11.2 11.9 0.0 266 
Female 19.7 15.8 15.8 11.5 2.1 20.1 15.0 0.0 233 
Age          
18-30 13.5 42.6 17.0 2.8 7.1 3.6 7.1 6.4 140 
31-40 16.0 33.0 12.8 6.4 11.7 7.5 3.2 9.6 93 
41-50 6.4 47.6 11.1 3.2 3.2 3.2 15.9 9.5 63 
51-60 11.9 40.6 14.9 2.0 4.0 9.9 6.9 9.9 100 
61-70 8.5 39.0 22.0 0.0 2.4 6.1 3.7 18.3 82 
71+ 19.1 38.1 4.8 14.3 4.8 4.8 9.5 4.8 21 
Marital status          
Single 21.4 15.5 11.9 17.3 3.0 31.0 11.9 0.0 166 
Married 26.6 18.4 18.4 10.5 1.9 13.5 10.9 0.0 266 
Divorced 22.2 22.2 11.1 11.1 0.0 5.6 27.8 0.0 18 
Widow/widower 13.6 9.1 9.1 9.1 9.1 22.7 27.3 0.0 22 
Other 21.7 8.7 8.7 13.0 4.4 13.0 30.4 0.0 23 
Prefer not to 
answer 
50.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 
Educational level          
Primary school 37.5 12.5 25.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 8 
Secondary school 23.9 13.7 17.1 8.6 2.6 18.0 16.2 0.0 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
24.2 19.4 12.7 15.1 3.2 13.1 12.3 0.0 250 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
23.5 17.3 14.8 14.8 0.0 18.5 11.1 0.0 81 
Trade qualification 17.9 14.3 17.9 7.1 7.1 7.1 17.9 0.0 28 
Other 31.3 0.0 31.3 6.3 0.0 18.8 12.5 0.0 16 
Form of traveling          
Independently 27.8 17.5 13.4 11.3 4.1 11.3 14.4 0.0 96 
357  
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gard 
en 
Mus 
eum 
Chu 
rch 
Res 
taur 
ant 
Park 
ing 
Bath 
room 
s 
Mosai 
c   
floor 
No 
opi 
nio 
n 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
In a small group 22.1 22.1 11.5 13.5 1.0 18.3 11.5 0.0 102 
With an organized 
tour company 
23.3 15.0 21.7 9.4 2.2 17.2 11.1 0.0 180 
With family or 
friends 
24.0 14.1 9.9 18.2 3.3 13.2 17.4 0.0 121 
Annual income          
Less than 
$U35,000 
25.0 12.2 15.1 16.3 2.3 15.1 14.0 0.0 170 
$U36,000-60,000 21.1 17.8 15.1 9.2 3.3 17.8 15.8 0.0 151 
$U61,000-120,000 25.5 22.5 15.3 13.3 4.1 12.2 7.1 0.0 98 
More than 
$U120,000 
26.3 17.5 15.0 11.3 0.0 15.0 15.0 0.0 80 
Religious 
affiliation 
         
Buddhist 31.8 13.6 4.6 27.3 0.0 13.6 9.1 0.0 22 
Christians 24.4 16.6 17.4 11.9 2.3 16.3 11.1 0.0 342 
Muslims 8.7 4.4 0.0 6.5 2.2 4.4 10.9 0.0 17 
Jewish 0.0 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 30.4 10.9 15.2 13.0 6.5 4.4 19.6 0.0 46 
Other 22.2 22.2 22.2 0.0 0.0 22.2 11.1 0.0 9 
None 19.2 21.2 5.8 9.6 1.9 23.1 19.2 0.0 51 
Prefer not to 
answer 
0.0 28.6 0.0 42.9 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 7 
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Table 28: The information signs at the site are easy to read: (Motivational groups). 
 
 Pilgrims Secular tourists 
Agree 115 289 
Disagree 9 38 
No opinion 19 29 
Total 143 356 
 
 
 
Table 29: The information signs at the site are easy to read: (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion ALL (N= 499) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 83.8 13.7 2.6 117 
Europeans 71.4 10.6 18.0 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 86.4 7.6 6.1 65 
Asians 100.0 0.0 0.0 31 
Americans 92.9 7.1 0.0 28 
Others 92.9 2.4 4.8 42 
Gender     
Male 83.2 9.3 7.5 266 
Female 78.6 9.4 12.0 233 
Age     
18-30 87.9 9.2 2.8 140 
31-40 88.3 5.3 6.4 93 
41-50 87.3 9.5 3.2 63 
51-60 80.2 8.9 10.9 100 
61-70 61.0 14.6 24.4 82 
71+ 66.7 9.5 23.8 21 
Marital status     
Single 86.3 8.9 4.8 166 
Married 81.7 9.0 9.4 266 
Divorced 61.1 11.1 27.8 18 
Widow/widower 54.6 18.2 27.3 22 
Other 82.6 4.4 13.0 23 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 25.0 25.0 4 
Educational level     
Primary school 75.0 25.0 0.0 8 
Secondary school 70.1 13.7 16.2 116 
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Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion ALL (N= 499) 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
86.9 5.6 7.5 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 80.3 14.8 4.9 81 
Trade qualification 71.4 17.9 10.7 28 
Other 93.8 0.0 6.3 16 
Form of traveling     
Independently 76.3 10.3 13.4 96 
In a small group 88.5 7.7 3.9 102 
With an organized tour 
company 
76.7 10.6 12.8 180 
With family or friends 85.1 8.3 6.6 121 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 78.5 8.1 13.4 170 
$U36,000-60,000 84.2 7.9 7.9 151 
$U61,000-120,000 80.6 10.2 9.2 98 
More than $U120,000 81.3 13.8 5.0 80 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 95.5 0.0 4.6 22 
Christians 78.5 10.5 11.1 342 
Muslims 94.1 0.0 5.9 17 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 87.0 8.7 4.4 46 
Other 88.9 0.0 11.1 9 
None 80.8 9.6 9.6 51 
Prefer not to answer 71.4 14.3 14.3 7 
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Table 30: Facilities for disabled people such as ramps and Braille signs, are adequate. 
(Motivational groups). 
 
Visitors‘ opinions Pilgrims Secular Tourists 
Agree 48 77 
Disagree 28 68 
No opinion 67 211 
Total 143 356 
 
 
 
Table 31: Facilities for disabled people such as ramps and Braille signs, are adequate. 
(Demographic analysis %). 
Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion ALL (N= 499) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 29.1 25.6 45.3 117 
Europeans 22.1 17.1 60.8 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 39.4 19.7 40.9 65 
Asians 25.0 25.0 50.0 31 
Americans 21.4 10.7 67.9 28 
Others 9.5 11.9 78.6 42 
Gender     
Male 29.9 19.0 51.1 266 
Female 19.7 19.2 61.1 233 
Age     
18-30 29.8 20.6 49.7 140 
31-40 24.5 26.6 48.9 93 
41-50 31.8 15.9 52.4 63 
51-60 24.8 18.8 56.4 100 
61-70 15.9 13.4 70.7 82 
71+ 14.3 9.5 76.2 21 
Marital status     
Single 30.4 23.8 45.8 166 
Married 24.0 17.2 58.8 266 
Divorced 16.7 5.6 77.8 18 
Widow/widower 22.7 18.2 59.1 22 
Other 8.7 17.4 73.9 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 50.0 4 
Educational level     
Primary school 62.5 25.0 12.5 8 
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Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion ALL (N= 499) 
Secondary school 32.5 9.4 58.1 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
20.2 23.4 56.4 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 18.5 21.0 60.5 81 
Trade qualification 35.7 14.3 50.0 28 
Other 43.8 18.8 37.5 16 
Form of traveling     
Independently 28.9 20.6 50.5 96 
In a small group 24.0 24.0 51.9 102 
With an organized tour company 25.6 16.1 58.3 180 
With family or friends 22.3 18.2 59.5 121 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 26.2 20.4 53.5 170 
$U36,000-60,000 25.7 15.8 58.6 151 
$U61,000-120,000 27.6 19.4 53.1 98 
More than $U120,000 18.8 22.5 58.8 80 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 18.2 22.7 59.1 22 
Christians 23.6 19.8 56.7 342 
Muslims 23.5 11.8 64.7 17 
Jewish 60.0 20.0 20.0 5 
Hindu 45.7 17.4 37.0 46 
Other 11.1 22.2 66.7 9 
None 23.1 15.4 61.5 51 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 28.6 71.4 7 
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Table 32: Do you consider this site MAINLY as a (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Jordanian Site 23 23.8 121.965 0.000 
Christian Site 64 23.8 
Islamic Site 4 23.8 
Jewish Site 7 23.8 
Heritage Site 40 23.8 
Other Site 5 23.8 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
Jordanian Site 86 59.3 235.169 0.000 
Christian Site 89 59.3 
Islamic Site 7 59.3 
Jewish Site 15 59.3 
Heritage Site 138 59.3 
Other Site 21 59.3 
Total  356    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Table 33: Would you support this site to be listed as a World Heritage Site? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims    116.322* 0.000 
Yes 108 47.7 
No 11 47.7 
No Opinion 24 47.7 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
   180.073* 0.000 
Yes 237 118.7 
No 46 118.7 
No Opinion 73 118.7 
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 34: Do you consider this site MAINLY as a (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Jordanian 
site 
Christian 
site 
Islamic 
site 
Jewish 
site 
Herita 
ge site 
Ot 
her 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
Nationality        
Jordanians 32.5 14.5 6.0 3.4 35.9 7.7 117 
Europeans 18.4 29.5 0.9 4.2 42.4 4.6 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 22.7 54.6 1.5 4.6 12.1 4.6 65 
Asians 15.6 50.0 3.1 6.3 18.8 6.3 31 
Americans 10.7 39.3 3.6 3.6 42.9 0.0 28 
Others 19.1 23.8 0.0 7.1 45.2 4.8 42 
Gender        
Male 24.6 32.8 2.6 5.6 31.3 3.0 266 
Female 18.4 28.2 2.1 3.0 40.6 7.7 233 
Age        
18-30 27.0 33.3 4.3 4.3 27.0 4.3 140 
31-40 20.2 29.8 2.1 2.1 35.1 10. 
6 
93 
41-50 25.4 34.9 3.2 3.2 30.2 3.2 63 
51-60 14.9 29.7 1.0 6.9 44.6 3.0 100 
61-70 18.3 28.1 1.2 4.9 42.7 4.9 82 
71+ 28.6 19.1 0.0 4.8 42.9 4.8 21 
Marital status        
Single 23.8 32.1 3.6 4.2 31.6 4.8 166 
Married 22.9 31.8 2.3 3.4 34.1 5.6 266 
Divorced 11.1 11.1 0.0 5.6 66.7 5.6 18 
Widow/widower 9.1 22.7 0.0 9.1 50.0 9.1 22 
Other 13.0 30.4 0.0 8.7 47.8 0.0 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 4 
Educational level        
Primary school 12.5 50.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 12. 
5 
8 
Secondary school 15.4 33.3 1.7 4.3 41.9 3.4 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
26.2 27.0 3.2 4.4 32.9 6.4 250 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
14.8 35.8 2.5 7.4 34.6 4.9 81 
Trade qualification 21.4 35.7 0.0 39.3 0.0 3.6 28 
Other 37.5 25.0 0.0 37.5 0.0 0.0 16 
Form of traveling        
Independently 23.7 38.1 1.0 4.1 28.9 4.1 96 
In a small group 22.1 24.0 2.9 8.7 32.7 9.6 102 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Jordanian 
site 
Christian 
site 
Islamic 
site 
Jewish 
site 
Herita 
ge site 
Ot 
her 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
With an organized tour 
company 
18.9 34.4 2.2 3.3 38.9 2.2 180 
With family or friends 24.0 24.8 3.3 2.5 38.8 6.6 121 
Annual income        
Less than $U35,000 25.0 31.4 1.7 5.2 33.1 3.5 170 
$U36,000-60,000 20.4 29.6 2.6 4.0 38.2 5.3 151 
$U61,000-120,000 17.4 29.6 3.1 5.1 39.8 5.1 98 
More than $U120,000 22.5 32.5 2.5 2.5 31.3 8.8 80 
Religious affiliation        
Buddhist 31.8 13.6 9.1 13.6 27.3 4.6 22 
Christians 21.2 32.6 2.3 3.2 36.1 4.7 342 
Muslims 11.8 5.9 11.8 5.9 64.7 0.0 17 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 20. 
0 
5 
Hindu 19.6 63.0 2.2 0.0 6.5 8.7 46 
Other 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 88.9 0.0 9 
None 30.8 13.5 0.0 5.8 44.2 5.8 51 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 14.3 0.0 0.0 42.9 14. 
3 
7 
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Table 35. Would you support this site to be listed as a World Heritage Site? (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No No opinion ALL (N= 
499) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 76.9 11.1 12.0 117 
Europeans 63.6 12.4 24.0 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 80.3 9.1 10.6 65 
Asians 81.3 6.3 12.5 31 
Americans 57.1 14.3 28.6 28 
Others 59.5 11.9 28.6 42 
Gender     
Male 69.0 10.1 20.9 266 
Female 69.7 12.8 17.5 233 
Age     
18-30 72.3 10.6 17.0 140 
31-40 68.1 6.4 25.5 93 
41-50 79.4 9.5 11.1 63 
51-60 66.3 14.9 18.8 100 
61-70 70.7 12.2 17.1 82 
71+ 71.4 9.5 19.1 21 
Marital status     
Single 66.1 11.3 22.6 166 
Married 74.2 11.6 14.2 266 
Divorced 55.6 16.7 27.8 18 
Widow/widower 81.8 9.1 9.1 22 
Other 43.5 4.4 52.2 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 50.0 4 
Educational level     
Primary school 75.0 25.0 0.0 8 
Secondary school 75.2 11.1 13.7 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 69.4 9.5 21.0 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 63.0 12.4 24.7 81 
Trade qualification 67.9 14.3 17.9 28 
Other 56.3 25.0 18.8 16 
Form of traveling     
Independently 63.9 15.5 20.6 96 
In a small group 70.2 11.5 18.3 102 
With an organized tour company 69.4 10.6 20.0 180 
With family or friends 72.7 9.1 18.2 121 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No No opinion ALL (N= 
499) 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 65.1 13.4 21.5 170 
$U36,000-60,000 68.4 13.3 18.4 151 
$U61,000-120,000 71.3 12.5 16.3 98 
More than $U120,000 63.9 15.5 20.6 80 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 59.1 18.2 22.7 22 
Christians 71.8 10.2 18.0 342 
Muslims 58.8 11.8 29.4 17 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 91.3 2.2 6.5 46 
Other 0.0 33.3 66.7 9 
None 53.9 21.2 25.0 51 
Prefer not to answer 42.9 14.3 42.9 7 
 
 
 
Table 36: How much did you know about the site BEFORE visiting? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Nothing 26 28.6 44.867 0.000 
A few details 56 28.6 
A Moderate 
amount 
34 28.6 
Quite a lot 18 28.6 
Every thing 9 28.6 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
Nothing 81 71.2 262.483 0.000 
A few details 181 71.2 
A Moderate 
amount 
63 71.2 
Quite a lot 27 71.2 
Every thing 4 71.2 
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 37: How did you learn about the site? (Motivational group). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims In School 9 20.4 199.804 0.000 
From Sacred or 
religious texts 
79 20.4 
A friend 18 20.4 
On television 12 20.4 
In magazine/papa 8 20.4 
By internet 7 20.4 
Other 10 20.4 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
In School 55 50.9 54.129 0.000 
From Sacred or 
religious texts 
77 50.9 
A friend 63 50.9 
On television 19 50.9 
In magazine/papa 38 50.9 
By internet 33 50.9 
Other 71 50.9 
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
Table 38: How much do you know about the site AFTER visiting? (Motivtional groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Nothing -  24.916 0.000 
A few details 28 35.8 
A Moderate 
amount 
41 35.8 
Quite a lot 57 35.8 
Every thing 17 35.8 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
Nothing -  121.865 0.000 
A few details 70 89.0 
A Moderate 
amount 
154 89.0 
Quite a lot 117 89.0 
Every thing 15 89.0 
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 39: Did you have a tour guide at the site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     0.000 
Yes 104 71.5 29.545* 
No 39 71.5  
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
    0.008 
Yes 203 178.0 7.022* 
No 153 178.0  
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Table 40: Was this tour guide only for this site?   (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims    20.94* 0.024 
Yes 19 52.0 
No 85 52.0 
Total  104    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
Yes 40 101.5 37.26* 0.000 
No 163 101.5 
Total  203  
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 41: Are you satisfied with this tour guide in general? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     0.000 
Yes 93 52.0 26.899 
No 11 52.0  
Total  104    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
0.000 Yes 191 101.5 78.918 
No 12 101.5  
Total  203    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
 
Table 42: Have you ever heard of or read about one of these sites (Bethany, The Cave of the 
Seven Sleepers? (Motivational groups). 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
0.676 Yes 74 71.5 0.175 
No 69 71.5  
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
0.000 Yes 211 178.0 12.236* 
No 145 178.0  
Total  356    
*  Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 43: Are you intending to visit one or both of these sites? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes Bethany 25 47.7 19.566* 0.000 
Yes/Cave of the 
seven sleepers 
50 47.7 
No 68 47.7 
Total  143    
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes Bethany 42 118.7 86.586* 0.000 
Yes/Cave of the 
seven sleepers 
130 118.7 
No 184 118.7 
Total  356    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
Table 44: How did you learn about the site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
sch 
ool 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frie 
nd 
On 
televis 
ion 
In   
magazine 
/papers 
By 
inte 
rnet 
oth 
er 
Freq 
uenc 
y 
Nationality         
Jordanians 18.0 15.4 25.6 12.8 12.8 11.1 4.3 117 
Europeans 14.8 31.3 7.4 6.9 11.5 6.9 21. 
2 
216 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
3.0 45.5 34.9 0.0 4.6 9.1 3.0 65 
Asians 9.4 71.9 3.1 3.1 0.0 3.1 9.4 31 
Americans 7.1 21.4 21.4 0.0 10.7 7.1 32. 
1 
28 
Others 9.5 31.0 11.9 0.0 0.0 9.5 38. 
1 
42 
Gender         
Male 12.7 30.6 16.0 5.6 11.6 10.5 13. 
1 
266 
Female 12.8 32.5 16.2 6.8 6.4 5.6 19. 
7 
233 
Age         
18-30 14.9 24.1 22.0 5.0 14.9 11.4 7.8 140 
31-40 12.8 31.9 19.2 5.3 7.5 8.5 14. 
9 
93 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
sch 
ool 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frie 
nd 
On 
televis 
ion 
In   
magazine 
/papers 
By 
inte 
rnet 
oth 
er 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
41-50 15.9 22.2 12.7 9.5 6.4 15.9 17. 
5 
63 
51-60 11.9 38.6 12.9 4.0 5.9 2.0 24. 
8 
100 
61-70 9.8 37.8 11.0 9.8 7.3 4.9 19. 
5 
82 
71+ 4.8 47.6 9.5 4.8 9.5 4.8 19. 
1 
21 
Marital status         
Single 12.5 23.2 17.3 6.0 14.3 11.9 14. 
9 
166 
Married 12.0 38.2 15.7 6.4 6.0 6.7 15. 
0 
266 
Divorced 5.6 22.2 16.7 11.1 16.7 5.6 22. 
2 
18 
Widow/widower 9.1 31.8 22.7 9.1 4.6 0.0 22. 
7 
22 
Other 30.4 17.4 8.7 0.0 8.7 8.7 26. 
1 
23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25. 
0 
4 
Educational level         
Primary school 0.0 62.5 25.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 8 
Secondary school 13.7 37.6 15.4 6.8 10.3 4.3 12. 
0 
116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
13.9 29.8 15.1 4.8 9.9 10.7 15. 
9 
250 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
8.6 28.4 19.8 9.9 6.2 7.4 19. 
8 
81 
Trade qualification 17.9 32.1 14.3 3.6 3.6 3.6 25. 
0 
28 
Other 6.3 12.5 18.8 12.5 12.5 12.5 25. 
0 
16 
Form of traveling         
Independently 8.3 30.9 19.6 6.2 10.3 14.4 10. 
3 
96 
In a small group 12.5 28.9 10.6 10.6 8.7 8.7 20. 
2 
102 
With an organized 
tour company 
11.7 43.3 9.4 5.6 6.1 4.4 19. 
4 
180 
With family or 
friends 
18.2 16.5 28.1 3.3 13.2 8.3 12. 
4 
121 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
sch 
ool 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frie 
nd 
On 
televis 
ion 
In   
magazine 
/papers 
By 
inte 
rnet 
oth 
er 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
Annual income         
Less than $U35,000 16.3 44.2 26.2 3.5 2.9 3.5 3.5 170 
$U36,000-60,000 19.1 50.0 19.1 7.2 1.3 1.3 2.0 151 
$U61,000-120,000 19.4 37.8 17.4 11.2 4.1 6.1 4.1 98 
More than 
$U120,000 
23.8 31.3 20.0 8.8 3.8 8.8 3.8 80 
Religious 
affiliation 
        
Buddhist 4.6 13.6 22.7 31.8 4.6 22.7 0.0 22 
Christians 14.0 33.4 15.4 6.1 8.7 7.3 15. 
1 
342 
Muslims 17.7 5.9 29.4 11.8 17.7 11.8 5.9 17 
Jewish 60.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 4.4 58.7 23.9 0.0 4.4 8.7 0.0 46 
Other 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 66. 
7 
9 
None 9.6 15.4 11.5 1.9 13.5 9.6 38. 
5 
51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 14.3 14.3 0.0 28.6 0.0 28. 
6 
7 
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Table 45: How much did you know about the site BEFORE visiting? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Not 
hing 
A few 
details 
A moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything 
(now am an 
expert) 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
Nationality       
Jordanians 23.9 41.9 16.2 13.7 4.3 117 
Europeans 18.9 52.1 19.8 6.9 2.3 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 19.7 34.9 33.3 7.6 4.6 65 
Asians 15.6 46.9 15.6 18.8 0.0 31 
Americans 32.1 50.0 17.9 0.0 0.0 28 
Others 26.2 57.1 9.5 7.1 0.0 42 
Gender       
Male 22.8 44.0 21.3 9.0 3.0 266 
Female 20.1 51.3 17.5 9.0 2.1 233 
Age       
18-30 21.3 51.8 17.0 7.8 2.1 140 
31-40 16.0 50.0 23.4 6.4 4.3 93 
41-50 14.3 46.0 23.8 14.3 1.6 63 
51-60 25.7 46.5 13.9 11.9 2.0 100 
61-70 30.5 39.0 22.0 7.3 1.2 82 
71+ 14.3 47.6 23.8 4.8 9.5 21 
Marital status       
Single 20.8 45.2 20.8 9.5 3.6 166 
Married 22.1 46.4 20.2 9.7 2.3 266 
Divorced 22.2 61.1 16.7 0.0 0.0 18 
Widow/widower 18.2 45.5 18.2 13.6 4.6 22 
Other 17.4 69.6 8.7 4.4 0.0 23 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 4 
Educational level       
Primary school 50.0 25.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 8 
Secondary school 19.7 50.4 18.8 7.7 3.4 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
20.2 48.0 19.4 9.9 2.4 250 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
28.4 43.2 19.8 7.4 1.2 81 
Trade qualification 17.9 53.6 14.3 10.7 3.6 28 
Other 12.5 37.5 37.5 12.5 0.0 16 
Form of traveling       
Independently 23.7 49.5 15.5 9.3 2.1 96 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Not 
hing 
A few 
details 
A moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything 
(now am an 
expert) 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
In a small group 17.3 51.0 22.1 6.7 2.9 102 
With an organized tour 
company 
17.8 44.4 21.1 8.3 2.8 180 
With family or friends 20.7 47.1 18.2 11.6 2.5 121 
Annual income       
Less than $U35,000 22.1 44.2 20.4 9.3 4.1 170 
$U36,000-60,000 20.4 50.0 22.4 5.9 1.3 151 
$U61,000-120,000 21.4 50.0 13.3 13.3 2.0 98 
More than $U120,000 22.5 46.3 20.0 8.8 2.5 80 
Religious affiliation       
Buddhist 27.3 36.4 27.3 4.6 4.6 22 
Christians 23.0 47.4 18.6 9.3 1.7 342 
Muslims 35.3 52.9 11.8 0.0 0.0 17 
Jewish 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 6.5 32.6 32.6 17.4 10.9 46 
Other 22.2 44.4 22.2 11.1 0.0 9 
None 21.2 61.5 11.5 5.8 0.0 51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 28.6 42.9 0.0 14.3 7 
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Table 46: Are you satisfied with this tour guide in general? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 499) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 59.8 40.2 40 
Europeans 81.6 18.4 172 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 71.2 28.8 39 
Asians 87.5 12.5 23 
Americans 78.6 21.4 12 
Others 61.9 38.1 21 
Gender    
Male 69.8 30.2 138 
Female 78.2 21.8 169 
Age    
18-30 70.2 29.8 72 
31-40 73.4 26.6 33 
41-50 71.4 28.6 37 
51-60 72.3 27.7 82 
61-70 80.5 19.5 63 
71+ 85.7 14.3 20 
Marital status    
Single 76.2 23.8 97 
Married 73.4 26.6 165 
Divorced 94.4 5.6 13 
Widow/widower 81.8 18.2 20 
Other 34.8 65.2 9 
Prefer not to answer 75.0 25.0 3 
Educational level    
Primary school 87.5 12.5 7 
Secondary school 79.5 20.5 86 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 68.3 31.7 132 
Masters or doctoral degree 72.8 27.2 47 
Trade qualification 92.9 7.1 24 
Other 81.3 18.8 11 
Form of traveling    
Independently 71.1 28.9 36 
In a small group 80.8 19.2 78 
With an organized tour company 83.9 16.1 162 
With family or friends 54.5 45.5 31 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 80.8 19.2 122 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 499) 
$U36,000-60,000 70.4 29.6 91 
$U61,000-120,000 72.4 27.6 54 
More than $U120,000 66.3 33.8 40 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 68.2 31.8 7 
Christians 75.3 24.7 218 
Muslims 52.9 47.1 12 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 65.2 34.8 25 
Other 55.6 44.4 3 
None 76.9 23.1 31 
Prefer not to answer 100.0 0.0 5 
 
 
Table 47: How much do you know about the site AFTER visiting? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
A few 
details 
A moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything 
(now am an 
expert) 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
Nationality      
Jordanians 15.4 27.4 40.2 17.1 117 
Europeans 24.0 47.5 26.7 1.8 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 12.1 27.3 50.0 10.6 65 
Asians 15.6 21.9 59.4 3.1 31 
Americans 21.4 60.7 17.9 0.0 28 
Others 21.4 42.9 35.7 0.0 42 
Gender      
Male 17.9 38.8 36.2 7.1 266 
Female 21.4 38.9 34.2 5.6 233 
Age      
18-30 13.5 27.7 46.1 12.8 140 
31-40 12.8 42.6 39.4 5.3 93 
41-50 17.5 42.9 28.6 11.1 63 
51-60 23.8 42.6 32.7 1.0 100 
61-70 31.7 45.1 23.2 0.0 82 
71+ 28.6 42.9 23.8 4.8 21 
Marital status      
Single 14.3 35.7 39.9 10.1 166 
Married 24.3 38.6 35.6 4.9 266 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
A few 
details 
A moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything 
(now am an 
expert) 
ALL 
(N= 
499) 
Divorced 27.8 50.0 22.2 0.0 18 
Widow/widower 27.3 50.0 18.2 4.5 22 
Other 26.1 47.8 21.7 4.3 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 4 
Educational level      
Primary school 50.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 8 
Secondary school 18.8 43.6 26.5 11.1 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
21.4 35.3 37.7 5.6 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 18.5 39.5 38.3 3.7 81 
Trade qualification 7.1 60.7 28.6 3.6 28 
Other 6.3 25.0 62.5 6.3 16 
Form of traveling      
Independently 22.7 36.1 34.0 7.2 96 
In a small group 7.7 42.3 43.3 6.7 102 
With an organized tour 
company 
24.4 41.1 31.1 3.3 180 
With family or friends 19.8 34.7 35.5 9.9 121 
Annual income      
Less than $U35,000 22.7 33.1 34.9 9.3 170 
$U36,000-60,000 21.1 41.4 33.6 3.9 151 
$U61,000-120,000 17.3 43.9 32.7 6.1 98 
More than $U120,000 12.5 40.0 42.5 5.0 80 
Religious affiliation      
Buddhist 13.6 40.9 40.9 4.5 22 
Christians 20.6 41.3 32.6 5.5 342 
Muslims 41.2 17.6 29.4 11.8 17 
Jewish 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 6.5 19.6 54.3 19.6 46 
Other 33.3 44.4 22.2 0.0 9 
None 19.2 48.1 32.7 0.0 51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 28.6 42.9 14.3 7 
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Table 48: Have you ever heard or read about one of these sites (Bethany, the Cave of the 
Seven Sleepers)? (Demographic analysis %). 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 
499) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 76.9 23.1 117 
Europeans 46.1 53.9 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 57.6 42.4 65 
Asians 53.1 46.9 31 
Americans 50.0 50.0 28 
Others 64.3 35.7 42 
Gender    
Male 61.6 38.4 266 
Female 51.7 48.3 233 
Age    
18-30 62.4 37.6 140 
31-40 66.0 34.0 93 
41-50 66.7 33.3 63 
51-60 44.6 55.4 100 
61-70 50.0 50.0 82 
71+ 38.1 61.9 21 
Marital status    
Single 61.3 38.7 166 
Married 54.7 45.3 266 
Divorced 50.0 50.0 18 
Widow/widower 50.0 50.0 22 
Other 73.9 26.1 23 
Prefer not to answer 100.0 0.0 4 
Educational level    
Primary school 50.0 50.0 8 
Secondary school 46.2 53.8 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 58.3 41.7 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 64.2 35.8 81 
Trade qualification 67.9 32.1 28 
Other 62.5 37.5 16 
Form of traveling    
Independently 52.6 47.4 96 
In a small group 57.7 42.3 102 
With an organized tour company 50.0 50.0 180 
With family or friends 70.2 29.8 121 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 
499 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 51.7 48.3 170 
$U36,000-60,000 63.2 36.8 151 
$U61,000-120,000 52.0 48.0 98 
More than $U120,000 62.5 37.5 80 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 68.2 31.8 22 
Christians 56.1 43.9 342 
Muslims 76.5 23.5 17 
Jewish 40.0 60.0 5 
Hindu 60.9 39.1 46 
Other 55.6 44.4 9 
None 48.1 51.9 51 
Prefer not to answer 71.4 28.6 7 
 
 
 
Table 49: Are you intending to visit one or both of these sites? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes/Bethany Yes/The 
Cave 
No ALL (N= 
499) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 15.4 53.0 31.6 117 
Europeans 13.4 26.3 60.4 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 19.7 37.9 42.4 65 
Asians 15.6 37.5 46.9 31 
Americans 7.1 42.9 50.0 28 
Others 4.8 31.0 64.3 42 
Gender     
Male 16.0 38.4 45.5 266 
Female 11.1 33.3 55.6 233 
Age     
18-30 22.0 36.2 41.8 140 
31-40 12.8 45.7 41.5 93 
41-50 12.7 34.9 52.4 63 
51-60 6.9 39.6 53.5 100 
61-70 9.8 25.6 64.6 82 
71+ 14.3 19.0 66.7 21 
Marital status     
Single 17.9 36.9 45.2 166 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes/Bethany Yes/The 
Cave 
No Frequency 
Married 12.0 36.3 51.7 266 
Divorced 11.1 16.7 72.2 18 
Widow/widower 9.1 31.8 59.1 22 
Other 8.7 47.8 43.5 23 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 50.0 4 
Educational level     
Primary school 37.5 37.5 25.0 8 
Secondary school 15.4 35.0 49.6 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
11.9 34.9 53.2 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 14.8 40.7 44.4 81 
Trade qualification 7.1 39.3 53.6 28 
Other 25.0 31.3 43.8 16 
Form of traveling     
Independently 13.4 43.3 43.3 96 
In a small group 8.7 43.3 48.1 102 
With an organized tour company 16.1 26.7 57.2 180 
With family or friends 14.9 38.0 47.1 121 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 51.7 23.3 25.0 170 
$U36,000-60,000 63.2 17.1 19.7 151 
$U61,000-120,000 52.0 17.3 30.6 98 
More than $U120,000 62.5 15.0 22.5 80 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 13.6 45.5 40.9 22 
Christians 12.8 36.3 50.9 342 
Muslims 5.9 47.1 47.1 17 
Jewish 0.0 40.0 60.0 5 
Hindu 32.6 30.4 37.0 46 
Other 0.0 55.6 44.4 9 
None 11.5 26.9 61.5 51 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 42.9 57.1 7 
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Table 50: Did you have a tour guide at the site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 
499) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 35.0 65.0 117 
Europeans 79.7 20.3 216 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 59.1 40.9 65 
Asians 75.0 25.0 31 
Americans 42.9 57.1 28 
Others 50.0 50.0 42 
Gender    
Male 52.2 47.8 266 
Female 72.6 27.4 233 
Age    
18-30 51.8 48.2 140 
31-40 36.2 63.8 93 
41-50 60.3 39.7 63 
51-60 81.2 18.8 100 
61-70 76.8 23.2 82 
71+ 95.2 4.8 21 
Marital status    
Single 58.3 41.7 166 
Married 62.5 37.5 266 
Divorced 72.2 27.8 18 
Widow/widower 90.9 9.1 22 
Other 39.1 60.9 23 
Prefer not to answer 75.0 25.0 4 
Educational level    
Primary school 87.5 12.5 8 
Secondary school 74.4 25.6 116 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 52.8 47.2 250 
Masters or doctoral degree 59.3 40.7 81 
Trade qualification 85.7 14.3 28 
Other 68.8 31.3 16 
Form of traveling    
Independently 37.1 62.9 96 
In a small group 76.0 24.0 102 
With an organized tour company 90.6 9.4 180 
With family or friends 26.4 73.6 121 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 
499) 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 71.5 28.5 170 
$U36,000-60,000 60.5 39.5 151 
$U61,000-120,000 56.1 43.9 98 
More than $U120,000 50.0 50.0 80 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 36.4 63.6 22 
Christians 63.7 36.3 342 
Muslims 70.6 29.4 17 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 56.5 43.5 46 
Other 33.3 66.7 9 
None 61.5 38.5 51 
Prefer not to answer 71.4 28.6 7 
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Table 51: Was this tour guide only for this site?  (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 499) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 35.0 65.0 40 
Europeans 23.5 76.5 172 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 40.9 59.1 39 
Asians 43.8 56.3 23 
Americans 14.3 85.7 12 
Others 33.3 66.7 21 
Gender    
Male 35.1 64.9 139 
Female 24.4 75.6 168 
Age    
18-30 39.0 61.0 72 
31-40 31.9 68.1 33 
41-50 30.2 69.8 37 
51-60 21.8 78.2 82 
61-70 24.4 75.6 63 
71+ 23.8 76.2 20 
Marital status    
Single 34.5 65.5 97 
Married 27.7 72.3 166 
Divorced 22.2 77.8 13 
Widow/widower 27.3 72.7 19 
Other 26.1 73.9 9 
Prefer not to answer 75.0 25.0 3 
Educational level    
Primary school 62.5 37.5 7 
Secondary school 29.9 70.1 86 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 31.0 69.0 132 
Masters or doctoral degree 27.2 72.8 47 
Trade qualification 10.7 89.3 24 
Other 50.0 50.0 11 
Form of traveling    
Independently 38.1 61.9 35 
In a small group 21.2 78.8 78 
With an organized tour company 22.8 77.2 162 
With family or friends 42.1 57.9 32 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No ALL (N= 499) 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 32.6 67.4 122 
$U36,000-60,000 30.9 69.1 91 
$U61,000-120,000 24.5 75.5 54 
More than $U120,000 30.0 70.0 40 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 27.3 72.7 7 
Christians 28.5 71.5 218 
Muslims 23.5 76.5 12 
Jewish 100.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 56.5 43.5 25 
Other 11.1 88.9 3 
None 26.9 73.1 31 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 71.4 5 
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Table 52: Please estimate the longest conversation between you and a local person at or near the 
site?   (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Demographics 0 1-5 5- 
15 
15- 
30 
30- 
45 
45 1 
hour 
1-2 
ho 
urs 
More 
than 2 
hours 
ALL 
(N= 499) 
Nationality           
Jordanians 23.9 18.80 15.4 20.5 4.3 6.8 6.0 1.7 2.6 117 
Europeans 36.1 50.5 5.6 3.7 1.4 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.0 216 
Arabs 33.8 24.62 15.4 12.3 9.2 3.1 1.5 1.5 0.0 65 
Asian 25.8 25.81 16.1 12.9 6.5 6.5 6.5 3.2 0.0 31 
American 21.4 17.8 17.9 14.3 7.1 7.1 7.1 3.6 3.6 28 
Other 52.4 19.5 9.5 4.8 4.8 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 42 
Gender           
Male 26.3 15.8 12.8 12.8 12.8 6.8 5.3 5.3 3.0 266 
Female 36.9 15.5 28.3 11.6 9.9 2.1 0.0 0.9 0.4 233 
Age           
18-30 29.3 16.4 11.4 13.6 7.1 10.7 10.0 1.4 0.7 140 
31-40 12.9 9.7 9.7 8.6 5.4 7.5 8.6 3.2 2.2 93 
41-50 15.9 6.3 17.5 6.3 7.9 3.2 7.9 3.2 1.6 63 
51-60 50.0 20.0 20.0 2.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 100 
61-70 31.7 36.6 14.6 14.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 82 
70+  
9.5 
 
4.8 
 
9.5 
 
4.8 
 
23.8 
 
9.5 
 
9.5 
19. 
0 
 
9.5 
21 
Marital status           
Single 18.7 9.0 6.6 4.2 5.4 6.0 6.6 2.4 1.2 166 
Married 30.8 13.5 20.3 15.8 9.8 4.5 1.9 2.6 1.1 266 
Divorced 27.8 5.6 11.1 5.6 11.1 11.1 22.2 0.0 5.6 18 
Widow/widower 40.9 22.7 9.1 4.5 4.5 9.1 4.5 4.5 0.0 22 
Other 34.8 21.7 21.7 8.7 0.0 4.3 4.3 4.3 0.0 23 
Educational level           
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 4 
Primary school 37.5 12.5 12.5 25.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 8 
Secondary school 30.2 29.3 15.5 13.8 5.2 2.6 2.6 0.9 0.9 116 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
 
 
22.4 
 
 
21.6 
 
 
15.2 
 
 
8.8 
 
 
11.2 
 
 
10.4 
 
 
6.4 
 
 
4.8 
 
 
0.0 
250 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
 
60.5 
 
18.5 
 
9.9 
 
7.4 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
2.5 
 
0.0 
 
1.2 
81 
Trade qualification 64.3 10.7 14.3 7.1 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 28 
Other  
 
62.5 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
18.8 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
0.0 
16 
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Demographics 0 1-5 5- 
15 
15- 
30 
30- 
45 
45 1 
hour 
1-2 
ho 
urs 
More 
than 2 
hours 
ALL 
(N= 499) 
Form of traveling           
Independently 29.2 17.7 22.9 12.5 5.2 2.1 4.2 2.1 5.2 96 
In a small group 35.3 28.4 11.8 4.9 6.9 2.9 4.9 3.9 2.9 102 
With an organized 
tour company 
 
2.8 
 
2.8 
 
1.7 
 
0.6 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.6 
 
0.6 
180 
With family or 
friends 
 
30.6 
 
19.8 
 
13.2 
 
9.9 
 
18.2 
 
5.8 
 
0.8 
 
0.8 
 
0.8 
121 
Religious 
affiliation 
          
Buddhist 18.2 22.7 22.7 13.6 13.6 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.0 22 
Christians 22.5 19.6 14.0 10.5 8.2 12.6 9.4 2.0 1.8 342 
Muslims 35.3 11.8 11.8 5.9 5.9 11.8 11.8 5.9 0.0 17 
Jewish 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Hindu 28.3 21.7 2.2 2.2 6.5 8.7 13.0 4.3 13.0 46 
Other 22.2 22.2 11.1 11.1 11.1 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 9 
None 41.2 17.6 21.6 3.9 3.9 2.0 7.8 2.0 2.0 51 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 7 
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Table 53: Where do you currently live? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Nationality Country/City Frequency Percent 
Jordanians    
Karak 1 0.9 
Amman 79 67.5 
Ajloun 3 2.6 
Irbid 10 8.5 
Madaba 3 2.6 
Madba 4 3.4 
Mafrag 5 4.3 
Zarqa 12 10.3 
Total  117 100 
 
Europeans 
   
Belgium 12 5.6 
Britain 36 16.7 
Croatia 11 5.1 
Deutschland 8 3.7 
Serbia 1 0.5 
France 40 18.5 
German 17 7.9 
Ireland 4 1.9 
Italy 62 28.7 
Poland 3 1.4 
Russia 1 0.5 
Spain 13 6.0 
Sweden 1 0.5 
Switzerland 7 3.2 
Total  216 100 
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Nationality Country/City Frequency Percent 
 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 
Syria 21 32.3 
Egypt 14 21.5 
Iraq 4 6.2 
Kuwait 1 1.5 
Lebanon 8 12.3 
Saudi 7 10.8 
Emirate 10 15.4 
Total  65 100 
Asians Philippines 1 3.2 
India 22 71.0 
Indonesia 2 6.5 
Japan 1 3.2 
Singapore 2 6.5 
Israel 3 9.7 
Total  31 100 
Americans USA 19 67.9 
Canada 7 25.0 
Mexico 2 7.1 
Total  28 100 
Others Australia 37 88.1 
South Africa 4 9.5 
Solomon Island 1 2.4 
Total  42 100 
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APPENDIX FIVE 
 
(Bethany Results) 
 
Table 1: How religious would you rate yourself on a scale from one to ten? 
(Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational groups Observed N Expected % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 0 15 5.7 32.824 .000 
 1 -    
 2 -    
 3 1 5.7   
 4 1 5.7   
 5 5 5.7   
 6 3 5.7   
 7 10 5.7   
 8 8 5.7   
 9 1 5.7   
 10 7 5.7   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 0 54 18.3   
 1 15 18.3 125.881 .000 
 2 15 18.3   
 3 14 18.3   
 4 7 18.3   
 5 39 18.3   
 6 14 18.3   
 7 10 18.3   
 8 22 18.3   
 9 5 18.3   
 10 6 18.3   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 2 Demographics of the motivational groups. 
 
 
Respondents’ demographics Pilgrims % (N = 
51) 
Secular 
tourist % (N= 
201) 
All (N= 
252) 
Nationalities    
Jordanians 12 19 31 
Europeans 16 103 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 7 18 25 
Asians 6 24 30 
Americans 1 20 21 
Others 9 17 26 
Gender    
Male 23 111 134 
Female 28 90 118 
Age    
18-30 13 54 67 
31-40 16 40 56 
41-50 8 31 39 
51-60 10 42 52 
61-70 2 32 34 
71+ 2 2 4 
Marital status    
Single 23 58 81 
Married 24 118 143 
Divorced 0 10 10 
Widow/widower 2 5 7 
Other 1 8 9 
Prefer not to answer 1 2 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 2 5 7 
Secondary school 10 33 43 
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Respondents’ demographics Pilgrims % (N = 
51) 
Secular 
tourist % (N= 
201) 
All (N= 
252) 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
26 99 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 9 44 53 
Trade qualification 0 10 10 
Other 4 10 14 
Form of traveling    
Independently 9 60 69 
In a small group 7 38 45 
With an organized tour company 18 53 71 
With family or friends 17 50 67 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 24 88 112 
$U36,000-60,000 18 60 78 
$U61,000-12,000 7 34 41 
More than $U120,000 2 19 21 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 1 3 4 
Christians 37 129 166 
Muslims 0 9 9 
Hindu 10 11 21 
Other 1 9 10 
None 2 33 35 
Prefer not to answer 0 7 7 
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Table 3: Have you ever participated in any religious activity? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 39 17.0   
 No 9 17.0 43.765 0.000 
 Prefer not to 
answer 
3 17.0   
Total  51    
Secular Tourists      
 Yes 111 67.0   
 No 72 67.0 65.104 0.000 
 Prefer not to 
answer 
18 67.0   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Table 4: How often you go to church/temple/mosque? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims At least daily 5 8.5 56.647 0.000 
 About once a 
week 
28 8.5   
 On special 
festivals 
7 8.5   
 Never 2 8.5   
 Other 7 8.5   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
2 8.5   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
At least daily 14 33.5   
 About once a 
week 
30 33.5 110.612 0.000 
 On special 
festivals 
87 33.5   
 Never 33 33.5   
 Other 19 33.5   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
18 33.5   
Total  201    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 5. What is the main reason for your visit to this site? (Nationality analysis). 
 
 
 
Nationalities  Observed N Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Jordanians Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage 4 4.6 14.375 .026 
  Spiritual Healing 5 4.6   
  Physical Healing 3 4.6   
 Historical 
Purposes 
     
 Knowledge  8 4.6   
 Enjoyment  8 4.6   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 3 4.6   
 Total  31    
Europeans Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage 5    
  Spiritual Healing 3 17.0 57.800 .000 
  Physical Healing 8 17.0   
 Historical 
Purposes 
 15 17.0   
 Knowledge  45 17.0   
 Enjoyment  28 17.0   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 15 17.0   
       
 Total  119    
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage 2    
  Spiritual Healing 3 5.0 21.200 .0000 
  Physical Healing 2 5.0   
 Historical 
Purposes 
     
 Knowledge  14 5.0   
 Enjoyment  2 5.0   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 2 5.0   
 Total  25    
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Nationalities  Observed N Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Asians Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage -    
  Spiritual Healing 4 6.0   
  Physical Healing 2 6.0 26.333 .000 
 Historical 
Purposes 
     
 Knowledge  17 6.0   
 Enjoyment  5 6.0   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 2 6.0   
 Total  30    
Americans Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage     
  Spiritual Healing 1 4.4 23.455 .000 
  Physical Healing 0 4.4   
 Historical 
Purposes 
     
 Knowledge  14 4.4   
 Enjoyment  6 4.4   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
     
 Total  21    
Others Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage 4 3.7   
  Spiritual Healing 3 3.7 8.462 .206 
  Physical Healing 2 3.7   
 Historical 
Purposes 
 1 3.7   
 Knowledge  4 3.7   
 Enjoyment  6 3.7   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 6 3.7   
 Total  26    
Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 6: How religious would you rate yourself on a scale from one to ten? (Demographics’ 
analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 All (N= 
252) 
Nationality             
Jordanians 12.5 3.1 3.1 6.2 0.0 9.4 9.4 21 
.9 
25 
.0 
6. 
2 
3.1 31 
Europeans 27.5 5.0 6.7 6.7 3.3 20. 
0 
9.2 8. 
3 
9. 
2 
.8 3.3 119 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
32.0 8.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 8.0 8.0 8. 
0 
16 
.0 
8. 
0 
4.0 25 
Asians 23.3 10.0 6.7 6.7 3.3 26. 
7 
0.0 3. 
3 
6. 
7 
0. 
0 
13.3 30 
Americans 31.8 0.0 9.1 4.5 9.1 22. 
7 
4.5 4. 
5 
4. 
5 
4. 
5 
4.5 21 
Others 38.5 11.5 7.7 3.8 0.0 11. 
5 
3.8 0. 
0 
15 
.4 
0. 
0 
7.7 26 
Gender             
Male 31.6 5.9 4.4 3.9 4.4 20. 
6 
3.7 5. 
9 
13 
.2 
2. 
2 
4.4 134 
Female 21.8 5.9 7.6 8.4 1.7 14. 
3 
10. 
9 
10 
.9 
10 
.1 
2. 
5 
5.9 118 
Age             
18-30 20.6 5.9 7.4 1.5 7.4 20. 
6 
7.4 13 
.2 
7. 
4 
2. 
9 
5.9 67 
31-40 33.3 1.8 7.0 10. 
5 
1.8 15. 
8 
10. 
5 
7. 
0 
10 
.5 
1. 
8 
0.0 56 
41-50 28.2 7.7 5.1 5.1 0.0 10. 
3 
7.7 7. 
7 
17 
.9 
0. 
0 
10.3 39 
51-60 26.4 5.7 1.9 9.4 1.9 15. 
1 
7.5 7. 
5 
11 
.3 
5. 
7 
7.5 52 
61-70 29.4 11.8 8.8 2.9 2.9 26. 
5 
0.0 2. 
9 
11 
.8 
0. 
0 
2.9 34 
71+ 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25. 
0 
0.0 0. 
0 
50 
.0 
0. 
0 
0.0 4 
Marital status             
Single 24.4 3.7 7.3 2.4 6.1 15. 
9 
7.3 13 
.4 
8. 
5 
6. 
1 
4.9 81 
Married 30.6 6.2 4.9 7.6 1.4 18. 
1 
6.2 6. 
9 
11 
.8 
0. 
7 
5.6 143 
Divorced 30.0 10.0 10. 
0 
0.0 0.0 10. 
0 
20. 
0 
0. 
0 
10 
.0 
0. 
0 
10.0 10 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 All (N= 
252) 
Widow/widowed 14.0 0.0 0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 28. 
6 
0.0 0. 
0 
42 
.9 
0. 
0 
0.0 7 
Other 10.0 20.0 10. 
0 
10. 
0 
10. 
0 
20. 
0 
10. 
0 
0. 
0 
10 
.0 
0. 
0 
0.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50. 
0 
0.0 0. 
0 
50 
.0 
0. 
0 
0.0 2 
Educational level             
Primary school 0.0 14.3 0.0 28. 
6 
0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 0. 
0 
42 
.9 
0. 
0 
0.0 7 
Secondary school 25.0 11.4 2.3 6.8 4.5 25. 
0 
2.3 4. 
5 
13 
.6 
2. 
3 
2.3 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
24.6 5.6 6.3 3.2 4.8 15. 
9 
7.9 12 
.7 
10 
.3 
3. 
2 
5.6 125 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
35.2 1.9 5.6 11. 
1 
0.0 22. 
2 
1.9 5. 
6 
13 
.0 
1. 
9 
1.9 53 
Trade qualification 50.0 10.0 20. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 10. 
0 
0. 
0 
0. 
0 
0. 
0 
10.0 10 
Other 21.4 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 35. 
7 
0. 
0 
7. 
1 
0. 
0 
21.4 14 
Form of traveling             
Independently 30.0 5.7 7.1 10. 
0 
1.4 12. 
9 
5.7 10 
.0 
10 
.0 
1. 
4 
5.7 69 
In a small group 23.9 4.3 6.5 2.2 4.3 21. 
7 
4.3 7. 
3 
26 
.1 
0. 
0 
2.2 45 
With an organized 
tour company 
26.4 8.3 2.8 2.8 5.6 18. 
1 
9.7 2. 
8 
12 
.5 
4. 
2 
6.9 71 
With family or 
friends 
26.9 4.5 7.5 7.5 1.5 19. 
4 
7.5 14 
.9 
3. 
0 
3. 
0 
4.5 67 
Annual income             
Less than $U35,000 26.5 8.0 4.4 6.2 3.5 15. 
9 
5.3 11 
.5 
10 
.6 
2. 
7 
5.3 112 
$U36,000-60,000 29.1 6.3 8.9 5.1 1.3 19. 
0 
11. 
4 
1. 
3 
12 
.7 
1. 
3 
3.8 78 
$U61,000-120,000 21.4 0.0 7.1 4.8 4.8 23. 
8 
7.1 7. 
1 
16 
.7 
4. 
8 
2.4 41 
More than 
$U120,000 
33.3 4.8 0.0 9.5 4.8 9.5 0.0 19 
.0 
4. 
8 
0. 
0 
14.3 21 
Religious affiliation             
Buddhist 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25. 
0 
0.0 0. 
0 
25 
.0 
0. 
0 
25.0 4 
Christians 20.4 4.8 4.2 7.2 3.6 17. 
4 
9.0 10 
.2 
13 
.8 
3. 
0 
6.6 166 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 All (N= 
252) 
Muslims 22.2 0.0 11. 
1 
0.0 0.0 33. 
3 
11. 
1 
11 
.1 
11 
.1 
0. 
0 
0.0 9 
Hindu 27.3 0.0 4.5 4.5 0.0 22. 
7 
9.1 13 
.6 
9. 
1 
4. 
5 
4.5 21 
Other 50.0 0.0 20. 
0 
0.0 0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 0. 
0 
20 
.0 
0. 
0 
0.0 10 
None 58.3 16.7 11. 
1 
0.0 2.8 8.3 0.0 0. 
0 
2. 
8 
0. 
0 
0.0 35 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 0.0 14. 
3 
14. 
3 
14. 
3 
14. 
3 
0.0 0. 
0 
0. 
0 
0. 
0 
0.0 7 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 7: Have you ever participated in any religious activity? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No Prefer not 
to answer 
All (N= 252) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 71.9 21.9 6.2 31 
Europeans 51.7 38.3 10.0 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 80.0 8.0 12.0 25 
Asians 46.7 43.3 10.0 30 
Americans 77.3 22.7 0.0 21 
Others 61.5 34.6 3.8 26 
Gender     
Male 54.4 36.8 8.8 134 
Female 65.5 26.9 7.6 118 
Age     
18-30 63.2 30.9 5.9 67 
31-40 56.1 35.1 8.8 56 
41-50 64.1 28.2 7.7 39 
51-60 50.9 39.6 9.4 52 
61-70 67.6 20.6 11.8 34 
71+ 50.0 50.0 0.0 4 
Marital status     
Single 65.9 29.3 4.9 81 
Married 58.3 34.0 7.6 143 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No Prefer not 
to answer 
All (N= 252) 
Divorced 30.0 40.0 30.0 10 
Widow/widower 57.1 14.3 28.6 7 
Other 70.0 30.0 0.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 50.0 50.0 2 
Educational level     
Primary school 85.7 14.3 0.0 7 
Secondary school 45.5 43.2 11.4 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
66.7 27.8 5.6 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 55.6 35.2 9.3 53 
Trade qualification 30.0 40.0 30.0 10 
Other 64.3 28.6 7.1 14 
Form of traveling     
Independently 61.4 28.6 10.0 69 
In a small group 56.5 32.6 10.9 45 
With an organized tour company 63.9 29.2 6.9 71 
With family or friends 55.2 38.8 6.0 67 
Income     
Less than $U35,000 58.4 33.6 8.0 112 
$U36,000-60,000 63.3 30.4 6.3 78 
$U61,000-120,000 61.9 28.6 9.5 41 
More than $U120,000 47.6 38.1 14.3 21 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 25.0 50.0 25.0 4 
Christians 63.5 28.7 7.8 166 
Muslims 33.3 66.7 0.0 9 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 
Hindu 63.6 31.8 4.5 21 
Other 70.0 10.0 20.0 10 
None 47.2 44.4 8.3 35 
Prefer not to answer 57.1 28.6 14.3 7 
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Table 8: How often you go to church/temple/mosque? (Demographics’ analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
At least 
daily 
About 
once a 
week 
On 
special 
festivals 
Neve 
r 
other Prefer 
not to 
answer 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality        
Jordanians 6.2 31.2 37.5 3.1 15.6 6.2 31 
Europeans 8.3 16.7 40.0 18.3 10.8 5.8 119 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
12.0 36.0 32.0 4.0 12.0 4.0 25 
Asians 3.3 26.7 33.3 16.7 6.7 13.3 30 
Americans 13.6 18.2 31.8 9.1 18.2 9.1 21 
Others 0.0 26.9 42.3 15.4 0.0 15.4 26 
Gender        
Male 11.0 19.1 38.2 14.7 10.3 6.6 134 
Female 3.4 26.9 37.0 12.6 10.9 9.0 118 
Age        
18-30 8.8 26.5 38.2 8.8 8.8 8.8 67 
31-40 8.8 17.5 33.3 22.8 8.8 8.8 56 
41-50 12.8 25.6 28.2 12.8 15.4 5.1 39 
51-60 1.9 20.8 37.7 17.0 11.3 11.3 52 
61-70 5.9 17.6 58.8 5.9 11.8 0.0 34 
71+ 0.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 4 
Marital status        
Single 8.5 31.7 29.3 14.6 9.8 6.1 81 
Married 7.6 18.8 39.6 13.2 11.1 9.7 143 
Divorced 0.0 10.0 60.0 0.0 30.0 0.0 10 
Widow/widower 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 7 
Other 0.0 10.0 50.0 10.0 20.0 10.0 9 
Prefer not to 
answer 
0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 2 
Educational level        
Primary school 0.0 42.9 42.9 14.3 0.0 0.0 7 
Secondary school 6.8 25.0 40.9 15.9 9.1 2.3 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
7.9 24.6 36.5 9.5 12.7 8.7 125 
Masters or 
doctoral degree 
11.1 18.5 37.0 20.4 5.6 7.4 53 
Trade qualification 0.0 0.0 30.0 30.0 20.0 20.0 10 
Other 0.0 21.4 42.9 7.1 14.3 14.3 14 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
At least 
daily 
About 
once a 
week 
On 
special 
festivals 
Neve 
r 
other Prefer 
not to 
answer 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Form of traveling        
Independently 11.4 12.9 38.6 15.7 15.7 5.7 69 
In a small group 6.5 23.9 41.3 15.2 6.5 6.5 45 
With an organized 
tour company 
2.8 23.6 38.9 9.7 15.3 9.7 71 
With family or 
friends 
9.0 31.3 32.8 14.9 3.0 9.0 67 
Annual income        
Less than 
$U35,000 
7.1 22.1 34.5 16.8 9.7 8.8 112 
$U36,000-60,000 5.1 26.6 40.5 11.4 10.1 6.3 78 
$U61,000-120,000 4.8 23.8 38.1 14.3 11.9 7.1 41 
More than 
$U120,000 
23.8 9.5 38.1 4.8 14.3 9.5 21 
Religious 
affiliation 
       
Buddhist 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 4 
Christians 9.0 25.1 38.3 9.6 10.2 7.8 166 
Muslims 0.0 11.1 55.6 22.2 11.1 0.0 9 
Hindu 4.5 54.5 31.8 4.5 0.0 4.5 21 
Other 10.0 10.0 30.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 10 
None 0.0 0.0 36.1 44.4 8.3 11.1 35 
Prefer not to 
answer 
0.0 14.3 57.1 0.0 14.3 14.3 7 
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Table 9: Did you expect/plan a special experience at this site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 34 25.5 5.667 017 
 No 17 25.5  . 
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 102 100.5 0.45 .832 
 No 99 100.5   
Total  201    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
Table 10: Was there any thing special about this site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 The Jordan River 28 12.75 22.264 0.000 
 The market 8 12.75   
 The Architecture 8 12.75   
 The sense of spirituality at 
the site 
7 12.75   
Total  51    
Secular Tourists      
 The Jordan River 34 50.25   
 The Market 36 50.25 312.532 0.000 
 The Architecture 16 50.25   
 The sense of spirituality at 
the site 
115 50.25   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 11: Did you expect/plan a special experience at this site? (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 71.9 28.1 31 
Europeans 53.3 46.7 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 48.0 52.0 25 
Asians 53.3 46.7 30 
Americans 50.0 50.0 21 
Others 42.3 57.7 26 
Gender    
Male 56.6 43.4 134 
Female 50.4 49.6 118 
Age    
18-30 60.3 39.7 67 
31-40 49.1 50.9 56 
41-50 59.0 41.0 39 
51-60 64.2 35.8 52 
61-70 26.5 73.5 34 
71+ 50.0 50.0 4 
Marital status    
Single 58.5 41.5 81 
Married 52.1 47.9 143 
Divorced 60.0 40.0 10 
Widow/widower 57.1 42.9 7 
Other 40.0 60.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 42.9 57.1 7 
Secondary school 54.5 45.5 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 52.4 47.6 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 59.3 40.7 53 
Trade qualification 20.0 80.0 10 
Other 71.4 28.6 14 
Form of traveling    
Independently 62.9 37.1 69 
In a small group 54.3 45.7 45 
With an organized tour company 41.7 58.3 71 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
With family or friends 56.7 43.3 67 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 56.6 43.4 112 
$U36,000-60,000 51.9 48.1 78 
$U61,000-12,000 47.6 52.4 41 
More than $U120,000 57.1 42.9 21 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhists 75.0 25.0 4 
Christians 55.7 44.3 166 
Muslims 33.3 66.7 9 
Hindu 90.9 9.1 21 
Other 30.0 70.0 10 
None 27.8 72.2 35 
Prefer not to answer 71.4 28.6 7 
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Table 12: Was there any thing special about this site? ((Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
The 
Jordan 
River 
The sense of 
spirituality at the 
site 
The 
Mark 
et 
The 
architect 
ure 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality      
Jordanians 31.1 33.9 21.5 13.0 31 
Europeans 27.5 45.5 18.7 7.3 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 12.0 55.4 24.6 8.0 25 
Asians 43.2 26.8 17.5 12.5 30 
Americans 27.5 35.5 14.7 22.3 21 
Others 8.8 57.2 19.0 15.0 26 
Gender      
Male 27.4 37.6 21.2 13.8 134 
Female 46.5 22.5 14.6 16.4 118 
Age      
18-30 31.2 25.8 24.1 18.9 67 
31-40 35.5 24.5 25.6 14.6 56 
41-50 23.7 30.3 26.1 20.9 39 
51-60 40.0 19.6 33.4 8.0 52 
61-70 26.5 40.5 20.3 12.7 34 
71+ 25.0 25.5 50 0 4 
Marital status      
Single 46.7 29.3 17.1 5.9 81 
Married 42.4 25.6 18.3 13.7 143 
Divorced 40.0 30.0 20.0 0 10 
Widow/widower 14.0 14.0 43.0 29.0 7 
Other 40.0 20.0 30.0 10.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 0.0 50 0.0 2 
Educational level      
Primary school 0.0 14 29 57 7 
Secondary school 36.0 32 20 11 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
44.0 25 17 14 125 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
44.8 21.2 15.3 18.7 53 
Trade qualification 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 10 
Other 43.0 21.0 21.0 14.0 14 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
The 
Jordan 
River 
The sense of 
spirituality at the 
site 
The 
Mark 
et 
The 
architect 
ure 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Form of traveling      
Independently 40.7 23.3 20.5 15.5 69 
In a small group 48.1 29.9 9.0 13.0 45 
With an organized 
tour company 
50.0 28.5 17.5 4.0 71 
With family or friends 39.4 18.6 38.7 3.3 67 
Annual income      
Less than $U35,000 46.8 20.2 20.5 11.5 112 
$U36,000-60,000 44.6 24.4 16.0 14.0 78 
$U61,000-120,000 50.0 33.2 13.8 2.0 41 
More than $U120,000 43.1 18.9 29.2 9.8 21 
Religious affiliation      
Buddhist 25.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 4 
Christians 48.7 25.3 15.0 11.0 166 
Muslims 33.0 44.0 22.0 0 9 
Hindu 32.4 22.6 27.4 17.6 21 
Other 40.0 30.0 30.0 0 10 
None 50.0 33.4 10.6 6.0 35 
Prefer not to answer 29.4 28.6 43.1 13.9 7 
406  
Table 13 Did you changed your mind about this site after your tour? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected 
N% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes/ Negatively 10 17.0 5.059 0.80 
 Yes/ Positively 23 17.0 
 Total 33 17.0 
    
 NO 18  
Total  51  
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes/ Negatively 38 67.0 38.239 0.000 
 Yes/ Positively 107 67.0 
 NO 56 67.0 
Total  201  
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Table 14 Would you recommend this site to a friend? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected 
N% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 48 25.5 39.706 0.000 
 No 3 25.5   
Total  51    
Secular Tourists      
 Yes 186 100.5 145.478 0.000 
 No 15 100.5   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 15 Would you like to spend longer at this site? If yes what would you like to do? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N% X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Religious Retreat 10 10.2 39.490 0.000 
 Learning about local culture 27 10.2   
 Volunteering in the local 
Community 
9 10.2   
 View 2 10.2   
 Yes/Total 48    
 NO/Total 3 10.2   
Total  51    
Secular Tourists      
 Religious retreat 14 40.2 61.463 0.000 
 Learning about local culture 45 40.2   
 Volunteering in the local 
Community 
68 40.2   
 View 59 40.2   
 Yes/Total 186    
 NO 15 40.2   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 16: Did you purchased any local products or handicrafts at the site? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 10 25.5   
 No 41 25.5 18.843 .000 
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 24 100.5   
 No 177 100.5 116.463 .000 
Total  201    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 17 Are you happy with the product? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes/Unique 80.0 50.0 18.0 0.000 
 Yes/Reliable 20.0 50.0   
Total  10    
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes/Unique 79.1 50.0 16.93 0.000 
 Yes/Reliable 20.9 50.0   
Total  24    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 18 Would you like to spend longer at this site? If yes what would you like to do? 
(Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 90.6 9.4 31 
Europeans 88.3 11.7 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 96 4 25 
Asians 100 0 30 
Americans 95.5 4.5 21 
Others 100 0 26 
Gender 0   
Male 93.4 6.6 134 
Female 91.6 8.4 118 
Age 0   
18-30 97.1 2.9 67 
31-40 87.7 12.3 56 
41-50 92.3 7.7 39 
51-60 88.7 11.3 52 
61-70 97.1 2.9 34 
71+ 100 0 4 
Marital status 0   
Single 91.5 8.5 81 
Married 91.7 8.3 143 
Divorced 100 0 10 
Widow/widower 100 0 7 
Other 100 0 9 
Prefer not to answer 100 0 2 
Educational level 0   
Primary school 85.7 14.3 7 
Secondary school 88.6 11.4 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 95.2 4.8 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 90.7 9.3 53 
Trade qualification 90 10 10 
Other 92.9 7.1 14 
Form of traveling    
Independently 92.9 7.1 69 
In a small group 93.5 6.5 45 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
With an organized tour company 88.9 11.1 71 
With family or friends 95.5 4.5 67 
Annual income 0   
Less than $U35,000 92 8 112 
$U36,000-60,000 94.9 5.1 78 
$U61,000-120,000 88.1 11.9 41 
More than $U120,000 95.2 4.8 21 
Religious affiliation 0   
Buddhist 100 0 4 
Christians 93.4 6.6 166 
Muslims 100 0 9 
Hindu 95.5 4.5 21 
Other 70 30 10 
None 91.7 8.3 35 
Prefer not to answer 85.7 14.3 7 
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Table 19 Respondents‘ opinions about what would they like to do if they stay longer at the 
site (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Religiou 
s retreat 
Learnin 
g about 
local 
culture 
Volunteering 
in the local 
community 
Enjoy 
the 
view 
No All (N= 
252) 
Nationality      
Jordanians 43.8 12.5 12.4 21.9 9.4 31 
Europeans 20.8 19.2 40.8 7.5 11.7 119 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
12 44 40 0 4 25 
Asians 40 40 16.7 3.3 0 30 
Americans 54.5 22.7 13.6 4.7 4.5 21 
Others 50 30.8 15.4 3.8 0 26 
Gender       
Male 29.4 22.1 36 5.9 6.6 134 
Female 24.4 36.1 24.4 6.7 8.4 118 
Age       
18-30 29.0 29.8 26.5 11.8 2.9 67 
31-40 26.3 31.6 28.1 1.7 12.3 56 
41-50 38.5 12.5 35 6.3 7.7 39 
51-60 15.1 39.6 26.4 7.6 11.3 52 
61-70 29.4 14.7 47.1 5.9 2.9 34 
71+ 25 25 50 0 0 4 
Marital status       
Single 29.3 35.4 17.1 9.7 8.5 81 
Married 27.1 22.9 36.8 4.9 8.3 143 
Divorced 30 30 40 0 0 10 
Widow/widower 14.3 57.1 28.6 0 0 7 
Other 10 40 40 10 0 9 
Prefer not to 
answer 
50 0 50 0 0 2 
Educational 
level 
      
Primary school 14.3 14.3 57.1 0 14.3 7 
Secondary 
school 
29.5 18.2 34.1 6.8 11.4 43 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Religiou 
s retreat 
Learnin 
g about 
local 
culture 
Volunteering 
in the local 
community 
Enjoy 
the 
view 
No All (N= 
252) 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
23 34.9 31.7 5.6 4.8 125 
Masters or 
doctoral degree 
31.5 25.9 24.1 9.2 9.3 53 
Trade 
qualification 
60 10 20 0 10 10 
Other 21.4 35.7 28.6 7.2 7.1 14 
Form of 
traveling 
      
Independently 32.9 30 25.7 4.3 7.1 69 
In a small group 28.3 26.1 30.4 8.7 6.5 45 
With an 
organized tour 
company 
19.4 27.8 37.5 4.2 11.1 71 
With family or 
friends 
28.4 29.9 28.4 8.8 4.5 67 
Annual income       
Less than 
$U35,000 
28.3 29.2 26.5 8 8 112 
$U36,000- 
60,000 
22.8 39.2 27.8 5.1 5.1 78 
$U61,000- 
120,000 
33.3 19 33.3 2.5 11.9 41 
More than 
$U120,000 
23.8 4.8 57.1 9.5 4.8 21 
Religious 
affiliation 
      
Buddhist 50 50 0 0 0.0 4 
Christians 28.1 26.9 32.9 5.5 6.6 166 
Muslims 22.2 22.2 33.3 22.3 0.0 9 
Hindu 31.8 50 13.7 0 4.5 21 
Other 20 0 20 30 30.0 10 
None 22.2 30.6 33.3 5.6 8.3 35 
Prefer not to 
answer 
42.9 0 42.8 0 14.3 7 
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Table 20 Would you recommend this site to a friend? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationalities    
Jordanians 96.9 3.1 31 
Europeans 90.0 10.0 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 96.0 4.0 25 
Asian 96.7 3.3 30 
American 86.4 13.6 21 
Other 100 0.0 26 
Gender    
Male 92.6 7.4 134 
Female 93.3 6.7 118 
Age    
18-30 92.6 7.4 67 
31-40 89.5 10.5 56 
41-50 97.4 2.6 39 
51-60 94.3 5.7 52 
61-70 91.2 8.8 34 
71+ 100 0.0 4 
Marital status    
Single 90.2 9.8 81 
Married 93.8 6.2 143 
Divorced 90.0 10.0 10 
Widow/widower 100 0.0 7 
Other 100 0.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 100 0.0 7 
Secondary school 93.2 6.8 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 93.7 6.3 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 94.4 5.6 53 
Trade qualification 70.0 30.0 10 
Other 92.9 7.1 14 
Form of traveling    
Independently 94.3 5.7 69 
In a small group 93.5 6.5 45 
With an organized tour company 88.9 11.1 71 
With family or friends 95.5 4.5 67 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 91.2 8.8 112 
$U36,000-60,000 94.9 5.1 78 
$U61,000-120,000 92.9 7.1 41 
More than $U120,000 95.2 4.8 21 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 75.0 25.0 4 
Christians 93.4 6.6 166 
Muslims 100 0.0 9 
Hindu 100 0.0 21 
Other 90.0 10.0 10 
None 86.1 13.9 35 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 7 
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Table 21: Did you purchase any local products or handicrafts at the site? (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 16.1 83.9 31 
Europeans 8.4 91.6 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 20.0 80.0 25 
Asians 20.0 80.0 30 
Americans 9.5 90.5 21 
Others 23.1 76.9 26 
Gender    
Male 11.9 88.1 134 
Female 14.4 85.6 118 
Age    
18-30 8.8 91.2 67 
31-40 12.3 87.7 56 
41-50 23.1 76.9 39 
51-60 13.2 86.8 52 
61-70 14.7 85.3 34 
71+ 0.0 100 4 
Marital status    
Single 9.8 90.2 81 
Married 16.0 84.0 143 
Divorced 20.0 80.0 10 
Widow/widower 0.0 100 7 
Other 0.0 100 9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 28.6 71.4 7 
Secondary school 13.6 86.4 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 15.9 84.1 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 5.6 94.4 53 
Trade qualification 30.0 70.0 10 
Other 0.0 100 14 
Form of traveling    
Independently 17.1 82.9 69 
In a small group 10.9 89.1 45 
With an organized tour company 11.1 88.9 71 
With family or friends 13.4 86.6 67 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 11.5 88.5 112 
$U36,000-60,000 13.9 86.1 78 
$U61,000-120,000 19.0 81.0 41 
More than $U120,000 9.5 90.5 21 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 75.0 25.0 4 
Christians 13.8 86.2 166 
Muslims 22.2 77.8 9 
Hindu 9.1 90.9 21 
Other 20.0 80.0 10 
None 5.6 94.4 35 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 7 
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Table 22 Are you happy with the product? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes 
Unique 
Yes 
Reliable 
All (N= 252) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 80.0 20.0 5 
Europeans 80.0 20.0 10 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 60.0 40.0 5 
Asians 66.6 33.4 6 
Americans 100 - 2 
Others 100 - 6 
Gender    
Male 81.2 18.8 16 
Female 82.3 17.7 17 
Age    
18-30 66.6 33.4 6 
31-40 71.4 28.6 7 
41-50 77.7 22.3 9 
51-60 71.4 28.6 7 
61-70 80.0 20.0 5 
71+ - - - 
Marital status    
Single 75.0 25.0 8 
Married 73.9 26.1 23 
Divorced 100 - 2 
Widow/widower - - - 
Other - - - 
Prefer not to answer - 100 1 
Educational level    
Primary school 100 - 2 
Secondary school 50.0 50.0 6 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 85.0 15.0 20 
Masters or doctoral degree 100 - 3 
Trade qualification 100 - 3 
Other - - - 
Form of traveling    
Independently 75.0 25.0 12 
In a small group 40.0 60.0 5 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes 
Unique 
Yes 
Reliable 
All (N= 252) 
With an organized tour company 75.0 25.0 8 
With family or friends 66.6 33.4 9 
Income    
Less than $U35,000 84.6 15.4 13 
$U36,000-60,000 72.7 27.3 11 
$U61,000-120,000 75.0 25.0 8 
More than $U120,000 100 - 2 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 100 - 3 
Christians 73.9 26.1 23 
Muslims 100 - 2 
Hindu 50.0 50.0 2 
Other 100 - 2 
None 100 - 2 
Prefer not to answer - - - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
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Table 23 Did you change your mind about this site after your tour? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ demographics No Negatively Positively All (N= 
252) 
Nationalities     
Jordanians 43.8 12.5 43.8 31 
Europeans 28.3 18.3 53.3 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 32.0 20.0 48.0 25 
Asians 30.0 36.7 33.3 30 
Americans 9.1 18.2 72.7 21 
Others 38.5 7.7 53.8 26 
Gender     
Male 31.6 22.1 46.3 134 
Female 28.6 15.1 56.3 118 
Age     
18-30 27.9 17.6 54.4 67 
31-40 26.3 15.8 57.9 56 
41-50 38.5 28.2 33.3 39 
51-60 28.3 22.6 49.1 52 
61-70 32.4 8.8 58.8 34 
71+ 50.0 25.0 25.0 4 
Marital status     
Single 28.0 12.2 59.8 81 
Married 32.6 21.5 45.8 143 
Divorced 20.0 40.0 40.0 10 
Widow/widower 42.9 14.3 42.9 7 
Other 10.0 20.0 70.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Educational level     
Primary school 71.4 0.0 71.4 7 
Secondary school 36.4 25.0 38.6 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
29.4 17.5 53.2 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 25.9 22.2 51.9 53 
Trade qualification 20.0 20.0 60.0 10 
Other 21.4 7.1 71.4 14 
Form of traveling     
Independently 30.0 24.3 45.7 69 
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Respondents’ demographics No Negatively Positively All (N= 
252) 
In a small group 32.6 17.4 50.0 45 
With an organized tour company 19.4 15.3 65.3 71 
With family or friends 40.3 17.9 41.8 67 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 31.0 17.7 51.3 112 
$U36,000-60,000 26.6 16.5 57.0 78 
$U61,000-120,000 28.6 21.4 50.0 41 
More than $U120,000 42.9 28.6 28.6 21 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 75.0 25.0 0.0 4 
Christians 30.5 17.4 52.1 166 
Muslims 22.2 22.2 55.6 9 
Hindu 27.3 22.7 50.0 21 
Other 40.0 40.0 20.0 10 
None 27.8 11.1 61.1 35 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 42.9 42.9 7 
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Table 24 What was good at the site? (you may mark more than one square). (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Garden 4 8.5   
 Museum 3 8.5 44.882 0.000 
 Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
17 8.5   
 Restaurant -    
 Parking 1 8.5   
 Bathrooms -    
 Architecture 4 8.5   
 No Opinion 22 8.5   
Total  51    
Secular Garden 44 28.7   
Tourists Museum 12 28.7 205.940 .000 
 Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
31 28.7   
 Restaurant -    
 Parking 10 28.7   
 Bathrooms 4 28.7   
 Architecture 8 28.7   
 No Opinion 92 28.7   
Total  201    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 25 What was good at the site? (you may mark more than one square). (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
Mus 
eum 
Ch 
urc 
h 
Resta 
urants 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Archit 
ecture 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality          
Jordanians 6.2 12. 
5 
18. 
8 
0.0 3.1 6.2 6.2 53.1 31 
Europeans 20. 
0 
5.8 19. 
2 
0.0 3.3 0.0 4.2 47.5 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 20. 
0 
0.0 16. 
0 
0.0 8.0 4.0 8.0 44.0 25 
Asians 30. 
0 
3.3 20. 
0 
0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 40.0 30 
Americans 18. 
2 
13. 
6 
0.0 0.0 9.1 9.1 4.5 45.5 21 
Others 15. 
4 
0.0 38. 
5 
0.0 3.8 3.8 3.8 34.6 26 
Gender          
Male 21. 
3 
5.9 16. 
9 
0.0 3.7 1.5 6.6 44.1 134 
Female 16. 
0 
5.9 21. 
8 
0.0 5.0 1.7 2.5 47.1 118 
Age          
18-30 25. 
0 
10. 
3 
17. 
6 
0.0 5.9 2.9 1.5 36.8 67 
31-40 8.8 7.0 15. 
8 
0.0 3.5 1.8 5.3 57.9 56 
41-50 23. 
1 
2.6 15. 
4 
0.0 7.7 2.6 5.1 43.6 39 
51-60 17. 
0 
5.7 18. 
9 
0.0 3.8 0.0 5.7 49.1 52 
61-70 23. 
5 
0.0 32. 
4 
0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 35.3 34 
71+ 0.0 0.0 25. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 4 
Marital status          
Single 20. 
7 
8.5 19. 
5 
0.0 4.9 2.4 3.7 40.2 81 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
Mus 
eum 
Ch 
urc 
h 
Resta 
urants 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Archit 
ecture 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Married 17. 
5 
3.5 16. 
7 
0.0 4.2 .7 5.6 52.1 143 
Divorced 20. 
0 
10. 
0 
30. 
0 
0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 10.0 20.0 10 
Widow/widowed 42. 
9 
14. 
3 
28. 
6 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 7 
Other 10. 
0 
0.0 40. 
0 
0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 0.0 40.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 50. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Educational level          
Primary school 14. 
3 
14. 
3 
42. 
9 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6  
7 
Secondary school 27. 
3 
6.8 13. 
6 
0.0 4.5 0.0 2.3 45.5 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
18. 
3 
6.3 23. 
8 
0.0 4.8 2.4 4.8 39.7 125 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
14. 
8 
1.9 11. 
1 
0.0 3.7 1.9 5.6 61.1 53 
Trade qualification 30. 
0 
0.0 20. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 10 
Other 7.1 14. 
3 
14. 
3 
0.0 7.1 0.0 14.3 42.9 14 
Form of traveling          
Independently 18. 
6 
4.3 14. 
3 
0.0 7.1 2.9 4.3 48.6 69 
In a small group 17. 
4 
6.5 17. 
4 
0.0 2.2 0.0 4.3 52.2 45 
With an organized tour 
company 
18. 
1 
6.9 30. 
6 
0.0 1.4 0.0 6.9 36.1 71 
With family or friends 20. 
9 
6.0 13. 
4 
6.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 47.8 67 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
Mus 
eum 
Ch 
urc 
h 
Resta 
urants 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Archit 
ecture 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Annual income          
Less than $U35,000 0.0 5.3 22. 
1 
0.0 3.5 1.8 2.7 45.1 112 
$U36,000-60,000 16. 
5 
7.6 22. 
8 
0.0 6.3 1.3 3.8 41.8 78 
$U61,000-120,000 16. 
7 
7.1 14. 
3 
0.0 4.8 2.4 11.9 42.9 41 
More than $U120,000 28. 
6 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 66.7 21 
Religious affiliation          
Buddhist 50. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 4 
Christians 18. 
6 
7.8 17. 
4 
0.0 4.2 1.2 4.2 46.7 166 
Muslims 44. 
4 
0.0 22. 
2 
0.0 11. 
1 
0.0 0.0 22.2 9 
Hindu 13. 
6 
0.0 27. 
3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 54.5 21 
Other 10. 
0 
0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 10.0 60.0 10 
None 16. 
7 
5.6 27. 
8 
0.0 5.6 2.8 8.3 33.3 35 
Prefer not to answer 14. 
3 
0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 0.0 57.1 7 
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Table 26 What could be improved or added? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Garden 13 8.5   
 Museum -    
 Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
3 8.5 43.471 .000 
 Restaurant 3 8.5   
 Parking 2 8.5   
 Bathrooms 6 8.5   
 Architecture 24 8.5   
 No Opinion -    
Total  51    
Secular Garden 19 28.7   
Tourists Museum 24 28.7   
 Place to practice your 
religious beliefs 
12 28.7 242.786 .000 
 Restaurant 9 28.7   
 Parking 6 28.7   
 Bathrooms 27 28.7   
 Architecture 104 28.7   
 No Opinion -    
Total  201    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 27: What could be improved or added?  (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
Mus 
eum 
Ch 
urc 
h 
Resta 
urant 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Archit 
ecture 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality          
Jordanians 18.8 6.2 6.2 9.4 0.0 18.8 40.6 0.0 31 
Europeans 12.5 11. 
7 
8.3 5.8 3.3 9.2 49.2 0.0 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 20.0 8.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 52.0 0.0 100 25 
Asians 10.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 6.7 16.7 63.3 0.0 30 
Americans 0.0 9.1 0.0 4.5 9.1 27.3 50.0 0.0 21 
Others 15.4 15. 
4 
3.8 0.0 7.7 0.0 57.7 0.0 26 
Gender          
Male 11.0 11. 
8 
5.9 3.7 4.4 11.0 52.2 0.0 134 
Female 15.1 6.7 5.9 5.9 1.7 15.1 49.6 0.0 118 
Age          
18-30 10.3 11. 
8 
5.9 8.8 0.0 14.7 42.6 0.0 67 
31-40 8.8 8.8 3.5 1.8 3.5 14.0 57.6 0.0 56 
41-50 23.1 5.1 5.1 0.0 2.6 17.9 46.2 0.0 39 
51-60 9.4 7.5 9.4 7.5 0.0 11.3 54.7 0.0 52 
61-70 20.6 14. 
7 
2.9 2.9 2.9 5.9 50.0 0.0 34 
71+ 0.0 0.0 25. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 4 
Marital status          
Single 17.1 7.3 8.5 4.9 2.4 13.4 46.3 0.0 81 
Married 11.1 10. 
4 
4.2 5.6 2.1 12.5 54.2 0.0 143 
Divorced 10.0 20. 
0 
10. 
0 
0.0 10. 
0 
10.0 40.0 0.0 10 
Widow/widower 0.0 0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 0.0 71.4 7 
Other 10.0 10. 
0 
0.0 0.0 10. 
0 
20.0 50.0 0.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 2 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
Mus 
eum 
Ch 
urc 
h 
Resta 
urant 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Archit 
ecture 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Educational level          
Primary school 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 42. 
9 
0.0 28.6 0.0 7 
Secondary school 11.4 4.5 4.5 0.0 4.5 15.9 59.1 0.0 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
14.3 8.7 6.3 4.0 0.0 2.4 15.1 49.2 125 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
5.6 18. 
5 
7.4 7.4 5.6 5.6 50.0 0.0 53 
Trade qualification 10.0 10. 
0 
0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 70.0 0.0 10 
Other 28.6 0.0 7.1 14.3 0.0 7.1 42.9 0.0 14 
Form of traveling          
Independently 7.1 14. 
3 
5.7 2.9 2.9 11.4 55.7 0.0 69 
In a small group 15.2 13. 
0 
4.3 0.0 8.7 17.4 41.3 0.0 45 
With an organized 
tour company 
23.6 4.2 4.2 5.6 1.4 13.9 47.2 0.0 71 
With family or friends 6.0 7.5 9.0 9.0 1.5 10.4 56.7 0.0 67 
Annual income          
Less than $U35,000 14.2 8.8 5.3 4.4 2.7 12.4 52.2 0.0 112 
$U36,000-60,000 8.9 6.3 7.6 7.7 3.8 16.5 49.4 0.0 78 
$U61,000-120,000 19.0 14. 
3 
7.1 0.0 4.8 9.5 45.2 0.0 41 
More than $U120,000 9.5 14. 
3 
0.0 4.8 0.0 9.5 61.9 0.0 21 
Religious affiliation          
Buddhist 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25. 
0 
25.0 50.0 0.0 4 
Christians 14.4 6.6 8.4 5.4 3.6 15.6 46.1 0.0 166 
Muslims 11.1 11. 
1 
0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 44.4 0.0 9 
Hindu 18.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 77.3 0.0 21 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
Mus 
eum 
Ch 
urc 
h 
Resta 
urant 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Archit 
ecture 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Other 10.0 10. 
0 
0.0 0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 70.0 0.0 10 
None 8.3 27. 
8 
2.8 0.0 8.3 0.0 52.8 0.0 35 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 0.0 14. 
3 
0.0 57.1 0.0 7 
 
 
 
 
Table 28: The information signs at the site are easy to read? (Motivational groups). 
 
 Pilgrims Secular tourists 
Agree 30 121 
Disagree 9 22 
No opinion 12 58 
Total 51 201 
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Table 29: The information signs at the site are easy to read? (Demographic analysis). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No 
opinion 
All (N= 252) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 68.8 12.5 18.8 31 
Europeans 56.7 10.0 33.3 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 76.0 16.0 8.0 25 
Asians 56.7 10.0 33.3 30 
Americans 54.5 13.6 31.8 21 
Others 57.7 19.2 23.1 26 
Gender     
Male 61.0 12.5 26.5 134 
Female 58.8 11.8 29.4 118 
Age     
18-30 60.3 11.8 27.9 67 
31-40 63.2 14.0 22.8 56 
41-50 71.8 10.3 17.9 39 
51-60 52.8 5.7 41.5 52 
61-70 55.9 23.5 20.6 34 
71+ 25.0 0.0 75.0 4 
Marital status     
Single 68.3 9.8 22.0 81 
Married 55.6 12.5 31.9 143 
Divorced 60.0 10.0 30.0 10 
Widow/widower 71.4 14.3 14.3 7 
Other 40.0 30.0 30.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 100 - - 2 
Educational level     
Primary school 42.9 42.9 14.3 7 
Secondary school 70.5 6.8 22.7 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
61.9 11.1 27.0 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 53.7 16.7 29.6 53 
Trade qualification 50.0 10.0 40.0 10 
Other 50.0 7.1 42.9 14 
Form of traveling     
Independently 64.3 12.9 22.9 69 
In a small group 63.0 6.5 30.4 45 
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Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No 
opinion 
All (N= 252) 
With an organized tour 
company 
50.0 15.3 34.7 71 
With family or friends 64.2 11.9 23.9 67 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 56.6 9.7 33.6 112 
$U36,000-60,000 62.0 13.9 24.1 78 
$U61,000-120,000 71.4 11.9 16.7 41 
More than $U120,000 47.6 19.0 33.3 21 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 25.0 75.0 0.0 4 
Christians 61.7 10.2 28.1 166 
Muslims 66.7 11.1 22.2 9 
Hindu 63.6 13.6 22.7 21 
Other 60.0 10.0 30.0 10 
None 55.6 11.1 33.3 35 
Prefer not to answer 42.9 28.6 28.6 7 
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Table 30: Facilities for disabled people such as ramps and Braille signs, are adequate. 
(Motivational groups). 
 
 Pilgrims Secular Tourists 
Agree 14 38 
Disagree 4 35 
No opinion 33 128 
Total 51 201 
 
 
 
 
Table 31: Facilities for disabled people such as ramps and Braille signs, are adequate. 
(Demographic analysis %). 
Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion All (N= 252) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 21.9 9.4 68.8 31 
Europeans 17.5 20.8 61.7 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 24.0 20.0 56.0 25 
Asians 26.7 6.7 66.7 30 
Americans 22.7 9.1 68.2 21 
Others 26.9 7.7 65.4 26 
Gender     
Male 22.1 15.4 62.5 134 
Female 20.2 15.1 64.7 118 
Age     
18-30 17.6 14.7 67.6 67 
31-40 19.3 22.8 57.9 56 
41-50 20.5 7.7 71.8 39 
51-60 20.8 13.2 66.0 52 
61-70 35.3 17.6 47.1 34 
71+ 0.0 0.0 100 4 
Marital status     
Single 20.7 15.9 63.4 81 
Married 21.5 13.9 64.6 143 
Divorced 20.0 30.0 50.0 10 
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Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion All (N= 252) 
Widow/widower 28.6 14.3 57.1 7 
Other 10.0 10.0 80.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 0.0 2 
Educational level     
Primary school 28.6 14.3 57.1 7 
Secondary school 25.0 20.5 54.5 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
21.4 10.3 68.3 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 16.7 20.4 63.0 53 
Trade qualification 20.0 30.0 50.0 10 
Other 21.4 14.3 64.3 14 
Form of traveling     
Independently 21.4 17.1 61.4 69 
In a small group 30.4 13.0 56.5 45 
With an organized tour company 18.1 12.5 69.4 71 
With family or friends 17.9 17.9 64.2 67 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 20.4 15.0 64.6 112 
$U36,000-60,000 17.7 13.9 68.4 78 
$U61,000-120,000 21.4 23.8 54.8 41 
More than $U120,000 38.1 4.8 57.1 21 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 75.0 0.0 25.0 4 
Christians 22.2 11.4 66.5 166 
Muslims 0.0 33.3 66.7 9 
Hindu 27.3 18.2 54.5 21 
Other 20.0 50.0 30.0 10 
None 16.7 16.7 66.7 35 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 28.6 71.4 7 
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Table 32: Do you consider this site MAINLY as a (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Jordanian Site 5 12.8   
 Christian Site 34 12.8 47.902 .000 
 Islamic Site -    
 Jewish Site -    
 Heritage Site 8 12.8   
 Other Site 4 12.8   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
Jordanian Site 30 40.2   
 Christian Site 91 40.2 125.940 .000 
 Islamic Site -    
 Jewish Site 1 40.2   
 Heritage Site 60 40.2   
 Other Site 19 40.2   
Total  201    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Table 33: Would you support this site to be listed as a World Heritage Site? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 42 17.0 55.176 .000 
 No 4 17.0   
 No Opinion 5 17.0   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 120 67.0 69.164 .000 
 No 26 67.0   
 No Opinion 55 67.0   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 34: Do you consider this site MAINLY as a (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Jordani 
an site 
Christi 
an site 
Islami 
c site 
Jewis 
h site 
Herita 
ge site 
Ot 
he 
r 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality        
Jordanians 21.9 53.1 0.0 0.0 15.6 9.4 31 
Europeans 15.0 41.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 10. 
0 
119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 4.0 64.0 0.0 0.0 24.0 8.0 25 
Asians 3.3 56.7 0.0 0.0 23.3 16. 
7 
30 
Americans 13.6 45.5 0.0 4.5 36.5 0.0 21 
Others 19.2 61.5 0.0 0.0 15.4 3.8 26 
Gender        
Male 16.9 45.6 0.0 .7 28.7 8.1 134 
Female 10.1 53.8 0.0 0.0 26.1 10. 
1 
118 
Age        
18-30 14.7 45.6 0.0 0.0 25.0 14. 
7 
67 
31-40 15.8 45.8 0.0 0.0 29.8 8.8 56 
41-50 15.4 53.8 0.0 2.6 25.6 2.6 39 
51-60 9.4 47.2 0.0 0.0 32.1 11. 
3 
52 
61-70 14.7 61.8 0.0 0.0 20.6 2.9 34 
71+ 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 4 
Marital status        
Single 17.1 46.3 0.0 0.0 28.0 8.5 81 
Married 11.8 52.1 0.0 .7 26.4 9.0 143 
Divorced 30.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 10 
Widow/widower 0.0 57.1 0.0 0.0 42.9 0.0 7 
Other 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 30. 
0 
9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level        
Primary school 14.3 71.4 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 7 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Jordani 
an site 
Christi 
an site 
Islami 
c site 
Jewis 
h site 
Herita 
ge site 
Ot 
he 
r 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Secondary school 11.4 50.0 0.0 0.0 27.3 11. 
4 
43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
14.3 47.6 0.0 .8 30.2 7.1 125 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
13.0 55.6 0.0 0.0 22.2 9.3 53 
Trade qualification 10.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 10. 
0 
10 
Other 21.4 35.7 0.0 0.0 21.4 21. 
4 
14 
Form of traveling        
Independently 20.0 40.0 0.0 1.4 30.0 8.6 69 
In a small group 13.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 19.6 17. 
4 
45 
With an organized tour 
company 
11.1 56.9 0.0 0.0 26.4 5.6 71 
With family or friends 10.4 50.7 0.0 0.0 31.3 7.5 67 
Annual income        
Less than $U35,000 15.9 46.9 0.0 0.0 25.7 11. 
5 
112 
$U36,000-60,000 11.4 51.9 0.0 1.3 29.1 6.3 78 
$U61,000-120,000 14.3 59.3 0.0 0.0 23.8 2.4 41 
More than $U120,000 9.5 33.3 0.0 0.0 38.1 19. 
0 
21 
Religious affiliation        
Buddhist 0.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 4 
Christians 15.0 50.9 0.0 .6 24.6 9.0 166 
Muslims 22.2 22.2 0.0 0.0 55.6 0.0 9 
Hindu 9.1 54.5 0.0 0.0 22.7 13. 
6 
21 
Other 10.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 30. 
0 
10 
None 11.1 50.0 0.0 0.0 36.1 2.8 35 
Prefer not to answer 14.3 28.6 0.0 0.0 42.9 14. 
3 
7 
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Table 35: Would you support this site to be listed as a World Heritage Site? (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No No opinion All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 75.0 6.2 18.8 31 
Europeans 62.5 15.0 22.5 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 68.0 4.0 28.0 25 
Asians 63.3 0.0 36.7 30 
Americans 59.1 13.6 27.3 21 
Others 57.7 23.1 19.2 26 
Gender 
Male 64.7 10.3 25.0 134 
Female 63.0 13.4 23.5 118 
Age 
18-30 63.2 14.7 22.1 67 
31-40 59.6 14.0 26.3 56 
41-50 74.4 10.3 15.4 39 
51-60 62.3 9.4 28.3 52 
61-70 58.8 8.8 32.4 34 
71+ 100 0.0 0.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 69.5 14.6 15.9 81 
Married 61.1 7.6 31.2 143 
Divorced 70.0 10.0 20.0 10 
Widow/widower 85.7 0.0 14.3 7 
Other 30.0 60.0 10.0 10 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 28.6 14.3 57.1 7 
Secondary school 65.9 13.6 20.5 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 67.5 11.9 20.6 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 63.0 3.7 33.3 53 
Trade qualification 50.0 20.0 30.0 10 
Other 57.1 28.6 14.3 14 
Form of Traveling 
Independently 62.9 8.6 28.6 69 
In a small group 65.2 8.7 26.1 45 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No No opinion All (N= 252) 
With an organized tour company 54.2 19.4 26.4 71 
With family or friends 74.6 9.0 16.4 67 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 59.3 15.0 25.7 112 
$U36,000-60,000 65.8 13.9 20.3 78 
$U61,000-120,000 73.8 4.8 21.4 41 
More than $U120,000 61.9 0.0 38.1 21 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 75.0 0.0 25.0 4 
Christians 67.1 13.2 19.8 166 
Muslims 44.4 0.0 55.6 9 
Hindu 81.8 9.1 9.1 21 
Other 60.0 0.0 40.0 10 
None 47.2 16.7 36.1 35 
Prefer not to answer 42.9 0.0 57.1 7 
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Table 36: How did you learn about the site? (Motivational group). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims In School 2 7.3   
 From Sacred or religious 
texts 
34 7.3 115.490 .000 
 A friend 3 7.3   
 On television 5 7.3   
 In magazine/papa 3 7.3   
 By internet 3 7.3   
 Other 1 7.3   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
In School 45 28.7 41.423 .000 
 From Sacred or religious 
texts 
47 28.7   
 A friend 30 28.7   
 On television 9 28.7   
 In magazine/papa 23 28.7   
 By internet 16 28.7   
 Other 31 28.7   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 37: How much did you know about the site BEFORE visiting? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Nothing 2 10.2   
 A few details 22 10.2 29.098 .000 
 A Moderate amount 15 10.2   
 Quite a lot 10 10.2   
 Every thing 2 10.2   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
Nothing 46 40.2   
 A few details 114 40.2 199.821 .000 
 A Moderate amount 30 40.2   
 Quite a lot 10 40.2   
 Every thing 1 40.2   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
Table 38: How much do you know about the site AFTER visiting? (Motivtional groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Nothing -    
 A few details 8 12.8   
 A Moderate 
amount 
17 12.8 10.882 .012 
 Quite a lot 20 12.8   
 Every thing 6 12.8   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
Nothing -    
 A few details 45 50.2   
 A Moderate 
amount 
83 50.2 61.746 .000 
 Quite a lot 65 50.2   
 Every thing 8 50.2   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 39: Did you have a tour guide at the site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 32 25.5 3.314 0.000 
 No 19 25.5   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 135 100.5 23.687 .000 
 No 66 100.5   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
Table 40: Are you satisfied with this tour guide in general? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 22 16.0 2.25 0.000 
 No 11 16.0   
Total  32    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 109 67.5 25.514 0.000 
 No 26 67.5   
Total  135    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 41: Have you ever heard of or read about one of these sites (Bethany, The Cave of the 
Seven Sleepers? (Motivational groups). 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 28 25.5 0.490 .484 
 No 23 25.5   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 101 100.5 .005 .944 
 No 100 100.5   
Total  201    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Table 42: Are you intending to visit one or both of these sites? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed 
N 
Expected 
% 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes Bethany 24 17.0   
 Yes/Cave of 
the seven 
sleepers 
18 17.0 6.706 .035 
 No 9 17.0   
Total  51    
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes Bethany 107 67.0   
 Yes/Cave of 
the seven 
sleepers 
62 67.0 42.539 .000 
 No 32 67.0   
Total  201    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 43: How did you learn about the site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
scho 
ol 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frie 
nd 
On 
televis 
ion 
In   
magazine 
/papers 
By 
inter 
net 
othe 
r 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 15. 
6 
37.5 9.4 9.4 3.1 9.4 15.6  
31 
Europeans 13. 
3 
31.7 13. 
3 
4.2 13.3 7.5 16.7 119 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
8.0 44.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 16.0 8.0 25 
Asians 6.7 20.0 20. 
0 
13.3 13.3 6.7 20.0 30 
Americans 13. 
6 
27.3 27. 
3 
0.0 9.1 0.0 22.7 21 
Others 23. 
1 
34.6 3.8 0.0 3.8 3.8 30.8 26 
Gender 
Male 15. 
4 
30.1 13. 
2 
5.9 9.6 6.6 19.1 134 
Female 10. 
9 
34.5 13. 
4 
5.0 10.9 8.4 16.8 118 
Age 
18-30 16. 
2 
27.9 16. 
2 
5.9 13.2 10.3 10.3 67 
31-40 10. 
5 
31.6 15. 
8 
5.3 10.5 8.8 17.5 56 
41-50 12. 
8 
23.1 20. 
5 
2.6 5.1 5.1 30.8 39 
51-60 13. 
2 
39.6 9.4 7.5 13.2 5.7 11.3 52 
61-70 14. 
7 
38.2 0.0 5.9 5.9 5.9 29.4 34 
71+ 0.0 50.0 25. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 4 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
scho 
ol 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frie 
nd 
On 
televis 
ion 
In   
magazine 
/papers 
By 
inter 
net 
othe 
r 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Marital status 
Single 13. 
4 
35.4 18. 
3 
3.7 7.3 7.3 14.6 81 
Married 12. 
5 
31.9 11. 
1 
6.2 11.8 6.9 19.4 143 
Divorced 20. 
0 
10.0 30. 
0 
0.0 0.0 10.0 30.0 10 
Widow/widower 14. 
3 
42.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 28.6 7 
Other 10. 
0 
30.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 10. 10.0  
9 
Prefer not to answer 50. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 28. 
6 
14.3 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 28.6 7 
Secondary school 13. 
6 
34.1 11. 
4 
11.4 15.9 4.5 9.1 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
16. 
7 
34.9 9.5 3.2 7.1 7.9 20.6 125 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
7.4 25.9 18. 
5 
3.7 14.8 9.3 20.4 53 
Trade qualification 0.0 50.0 10. 
0 
10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10 
Other 7.1 35.7 42. 
9 
0.0 7.1 0.0 7.1 14 
Form of traveling 
Independently 12. 
9 
27.1 14. 
3 
2.9 12.9 5.7 24.3 69 
In a small group 15. 
2 
37.0 13. 
0 
8.7 10.9 8.7 6.5 45 
With an organized 
tour company 
13. 
9 
36.1 6.9 6.9 9.7 4.2 22.2 71 
With family or 
friends 
11. 
9 
29.9 19. 
4 
4.5 7.5 11.9 14.9 67 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
scho 
ol 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frie 
nd 
On 
televis 
ion 
In   
magazine 
/papers 
By 
inter 
net 
othe 
r 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Annual Income 
Less than $U35,000 14. 
2 
33.6 10. 
6 
6.2 9.7 8.8 16.8 112 
$U36,000-60,000 13. 
9 
29.1 16. 
5 
5.1 8.9 8.9 17.7 78 
$U61,000-120,000 14. 
3 
38.1 11. 
9 
4.8 7.1 2.4 21.4 41 
More than 
$U120,000 
4.8 23.8 `19 
.0 
4.8 23.8 4.8 19.0 21 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 4 
Christians 13. 
8 
38.9 13. 
2 
5.4 9.0 5.4 14.4 166 
Muslims 22. 
2 
0.0 22. 
2 
11.1 11.1 11.1 22.2 9 
Hindu 4.5 50.0 18. 
2 
4.5 13.6 9.1 0.0 21 
Other 10. 
0 
10.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 10.0 50.0 10 
None 16. 
7 
8.3 11. 
1 
5.6 8.3 13.9 36.1 35 
Prefer not to answer 14. 
3 
14.3 28. 
6 
0.0 14.3 0.0 28.6 7 
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Table 44: How much did you know about the site BEFORE visiting? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Not 
hin 
g 
A few 
details 
A 
moderate 
amount 
Quit 
e a 
lot 
Everything 
(now am an 
expert) 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 9.4 43.8 28.1 15.6 3.1  
31 
Europeans 20.0 57.5 15.0 6.7 .8 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 16.0 56.0 24.0 4.0 0.0 25 
Asians 26.7 53.3 13.3 3.3 3.3 30 
Americans 27.3 50.0 18.2 4.5 0.0 21 
Others 11.5 53.8 19.2 15.4 0.0 26 
Gender 
Male 25.0 52.2 13.2 8.1 1.5 134 
Female 11.8 56.3 23.5 7.6 0.8 118 
Age 
18-30 14.7 61.8 19.1 2.9 1.5 67 
31-40 19.3 63.2 8.8 7.0 1.8 56 
41-50 28.2 46.2 15.4 10.3 0.0 39 
51-60 22.6 41.5 24.5 11.3 0.0 52 
61-70 11.8 47.1 26.5 11.8 2.9 34 
71+ 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 12.2 56.1 20.7 8.5 2.4 81 
Married 22.2 53.5 16.0 7.6 .7 143 
Divorced 50.0 20.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 10 
Widow/widower 0.0 42.9 42.9 14.3 0.0 7 
Other 10.0 80.0 10.0 0.0 0.0  
9 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational Level 
Primary school 14.3 71.4 0.0 14.3 0.0 7 
Secondary school 18.2 47.7 29.5 4.5 0.0 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
19.8 53.2 19.8 5.6 1.6 125 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
13.0 63.0 9.3 13.0 1.9 53 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Not 
hin 
g 
A few 
details 
A 
moderate 
amount 
Quit 
e a 
lot 
Everything 
(now am an 
expert) 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Trade qualification 30.0 60.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 10 
Other 28.6 35.7 21.4 14.3 0.0 14 
Form of traveling 
Independently 20.0 54.3 18.6 5.7 1.4 69 
In a small group 17.4 47.8 17.4 15.2 2.2 45 
With an organized 
tour company 
18.1 55.6 15.3 9.7 1.4 71 
With family or 
friends 
19.4 56.7 20.9 3.0 0.0 67 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 17.7 54.0 20.4 6.2 1.8 112 
$U36,000-60,000 16.5 57.0 17.7 8.9 0.0 78 
$U61,000-120,000 19.0 50.0 16.7 11.9 2.4 41 
More than 
$U120,000 
33.3 52.4 9.5 4.8 0.0 21 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 4 
Christians 13.2 56.9 21.0 7.8 1.2 167 
Muslims 11.1 55.6 22.2 11.1 0.0 9 
Hindu 18.2 40.9 27.3 13.6 0.0 22 
Other 20.0 60.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 10 
None 38.9 50.0 5.6 5.6 0.0 36 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 71.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 7 
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Table 45: How much do you know about the site AFTER visiting? (Demographic   analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
A few 
details 
A 
moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything (now 
am an expert) 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 18.8 34.4 31.2 15.6 31 
Europeans 16.7 45.0 33.3 5.0 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 20.0 36.0 36.0 8.0 25 
Asians 36.7 40.0 20.0 3.3 30 
Americans 0.0 27.3 31.8 40.9 21 
Others 19.2 30.8 50.0 0.0 26 
Gender 
Male 20.6 39.7 33.1 6.6 134 
Female 21.0 39.5 35.3 4.2 118 
Age 
18-30 25.0 41.2 22.1 11.8 67 
31-40 19.3 36.8 40.4 3.5 56 
41-50 23.1 43.6 30.8 2.6 39 
51-60 17.0 41.5 39.6 1.9 52 
61-70 17.6 32.4 44.1 5.9 34 
71+ 0.0 25.0 50.0 25.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 25.6 37.8 25.6 11.0 81 
Married 19.4 38.9 38.2 3.5 143 
Divorced 10.0 60.0 30.0 0.0 10 
Widow/widower 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 7 
Other 20.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 100 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 0.0 28.6 57.1 14.3 7 
Secondary school 15.9 36.4 43.2 4.5 43 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
19.8 43.7 30.2 6.3 125 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
A few 
details 
A 
moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything (now 
am an expert) 
All 
(N= 
252) 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
27.8 35.2 33.3 3.7 53 
Trade qualification 20.0 50.0 20.0 10.0 10 
Other 28.6 28.6 42.9 0.0 14 
Form of traveling 
Independently 24.3 44.3 27.1 4.3 69 
In a small group 15.2 30.4 52.2 2.2 45 
With an organized tour 
company 
18.1 50.0 26.4 5.6 71 
With family or friends 23.9 29.9 37.3 9.0 67 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 26.5 39.8 24.8 8.8 112 
$U36,000-60,000 11.4 46.8 41.8 0.0 78 
$U61,000-120,000 23.8 21.4 47.6 7.1 41 
More than $U120,000 19.0 47.6 28.6 4.8 21 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 25.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 4 
Christians 18.6 35.9 38.3 7.2 167 
Muslims 22.2 44.4 33.3 0.0 9 
Hindu 18.2 40.9 36.4 4.5 22 
Other 30.0 40.0 20.0 10.0 10 
None 27.8 52.8 19.4 0.0 36 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 7 
 
. 
449  
Table 46: Have you ever heard or read about one of these sites (Bethany, the Cave of the 
Seven Sleepers). (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 56.2 43.8 31 
Europeans 49.2 50.8 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 40.0 60.0 25 
Asians 46.7 53.3 30 
Americans 68.2 31.8 21 
Others 57.7 42.3 26 
Gender 
Male 45.6 54.4 134 
Female 58.0 42.0 118 
Age 
18-30 50.0 50.0 67 
31-40 59.6 40.4 56 
41-50 43.6 56.4 39 
51-60 47.2 52.8 52 
61-70 52.9 47.1 34 
71+ 75.0 25.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 58.5 41.5 81 
Married 48.6 51.4 143 
Divorced 50.0 50.0 10 
Widow/widower 42.9 57.1 7 
Other 40.0 60.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 71.4 28.6 7 
Secondary school 50.0 50.0 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 47.6 52.4 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 63.0 37.0 53 
Trade qualification 50.0 50.0 10 
Other 35.7 64.3 14 
Form of traveling 
Independently 51.4 48.6 69 
In a small group 54.3 45.7 45 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
With an organized tour company 43.1 56.9 71 
With family or friends 58.2 41.8 67 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 48.7 51.3 112 
$U36,000-60,000 50.6 49.4 78 
$U61,000-120,000 50.0 50.0 41 
More than $U120,000 71.4 28.6 21 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 50.0 50.0 4 
Christians 55.1 44.9 166 
Muslims 44.4 55.6 9 
Hindu 36.4 63.4 21 
Other 60.0 40.0 10 
None 44.4 55.6 35 
Prefer not to answer 42.9 57.1 7 
451  
Table 47: Are you intending to visit one or both of these sites? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes/Bethan 
y 
Yes/The 
Cave 
No All (N= 
252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 37.5 34.4 28.1 31 
Europeans 55.8 28.3 15.8 119 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 60.0 20.0 20.0 25 
Asians 50.0 36.7 13.3 30 
Americans 50.0 36.4 13.6 21 
Others 46.2 50.0 3.8 26 
Gender 
Male 56.6 28.7 14.7 134 
Female 46.2 36.1 17.6 118 
Age 
18-30 52.9 30.9 16.2 67 
31-40 50.9 28.1 21.1 56 
41-50 59.0 30.8 10.3 39 
51-60 52.8 30.2 17.0 52 
61-70 44.1 41.2 14.7 34 
71+ 25.0 75.0 0.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 45.1 39.0 15.9 81 
Married 55.6 27.8 16.7 143 
Divorced 60.0 30.0 10.0 10 
Widow/widower 28.6 57.1 14.3 7 
Other 60.0 20.0 20.0 9 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 28.6 28.6 42.9 7 
Secondary school 52.3 29.5 18.2 43 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
55.6 31.0 13.5 125 
Masters or doctoral degree 44.4 37.0 18.5 53 
Trade qualification 60.0 40.0 0.0 10 
Other 50.0 28.6 21.4 14 
Form of traveling 
Independently 55.7 31.4 12.9 69 
In a small group 63.0 28.3 8.7 45 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes/Bethan 
y 
Yes/The 
Cave 
No All (N= 
252) 
With an organized tour company 52.8 34.7 12.5 71 
With family or friends 39.8 32.8 28.4 67 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 48.1 31.8 20.3 112 
$U36,000-60,000 57.1 28.6 14.3 78 
$U61,000-120,000 66.7 14.3 19.0 41 
More than $U120,000 55.7 31.4 12.9 21 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 75.0 25.0 0.0 4 
Christians 54.5 30.5 15.0 167 
Muslims 33.3 33.3 33.3 9 
Hindu  
59.1 
22.7 18.2 22 
Other 40.0 30.0 30.0 10 
None 36.1 50.0 13.9 36 
Prefer not to answer 71.4 14.3 14.3 7 
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Table 48: Did you have a tour guide at the site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 0.0 100 32 
Europeans 75.8 24.2 120 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 72.0 28.0 25 
Asians 76.7 23.3 30 
Americans 59.1 40.9 22 
Others 92.3 7.7 26 
Gender 
Male 65.4 34.6 136 
Female 67.2 32.8 119 
Age 
18-30 60.3 39.7 68 
31-40 54.4 45.6 57 
41-50 66.7 33.3 39 
51-60 73.6 26.4 53 
61-70 82.4 17.6 34 
71+ 100 0.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 57.3 42.7 82 
Married 72.2 27.8 144 
Divorced 60.0 40.0 10 
Widow/widower 71.4 28.6 7 
Other 50.0 50.0 10 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 57.1 42.9 7 
Secondary school 68.2 31.8 44 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 66.7 33.3 126 
Masters or doctoral degree 63.0 37.0 54 
Trade qualification 80.0 20.0 10 
Other 64.3 35.7 14 
Form of traveling 
Independently 62.9 37.1 70 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
In a small group 69.6 30.4 46 
With an organized tour company 70.8 29.2 72 
With family or friends 62.7 37.3 67 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 61.9 38.1 112 
$U36,000-60,000 69.6 30.4 78 
$U61,000-120,000 66.7 33.3 41 
More than $U120,000 76.2 23.8 21 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 100 0.0 4 
Christians 69.5 30.5 166 
Muslims 66.7 33.3 9 
Hindu 40.9 59.1 21 
Other 70.0 30.0 10 
None 69.4 30.6 35 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 71.4 7 
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Table 49: Was this tour guide only for this site?   (Motivational groups). 
Motivational group Observed N Expected % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 24 16.0 4.00 0.000 
 No 8 16.0   
Total  32    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 118 67.5 37.78 0.000 
 No 17 67.5   
Total  135    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
Table 50: Was this tour guide only for this site?  (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 00.0 00.0 - 
Europeans 73.3 26.7 91 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 88.0 12.0 18 
Asians 70.0 30.0 23 
Americans 68.2 31.8 13 
Others 50.0 50.0 24 
Gender 
Male 70.6 29.4 89 
Female 70.6 29.4 80 
Age 
18-30 75.0 25.0 41 
31-40 82.5 17.5 31 
41-50 79.5 20.5 26 
51-60 58.5 41.5 39 
61-70 52.9 47.1 28 
71+ 50.0 50.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 72.0 28.0 47 
Married 70.8 29.2 104 
Divorced 80.0 20.0 6 
Widow/widower 42.9 57.1 5 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Other 70.0 30.0 5 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 42.9 57.1 4 
Secondary school 59.1 40.9 30 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 71.4 28.6 84 
Masters or doctoral degree 81.5 18.5 34 
Trade qualification 60.0 40.0 8 
Other 78.6 21.4 9 
Form of traveling 
Independently 87.1 12.9 44 
In a small group 71.7 28.3 32 
With an organized tour company 41.7 58.3 51 
With family or friends 83.6 16.4 42 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 69.0 31.0 70 
$U36,000-60,000 69.6 30.4 55 
$U61,000-120,000 71.4 28.6 28 
More than $U120,000 81.0 19.0 16 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 100 0.0 4 
Christians 68.9 31.1 116 
Muslims 77.8 22.2 6 
Hindu 95.5 4.5 9 
Other 90.0 10.0 7 
None 52.8 47.2 25 
Prefer not to answer 71.4 28.6 2 
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Table 51: Are you satisfied with this tour guide in general? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 0.0 100 - 
Europeans 75.8 24.2 91 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 72.0 28.0 18 
Asians 76.7 23.3 23 
Americans 59.1 40.9 13 
Others 92.3 7.7 24 
Gender 
Male 65.4 34.6 89 
Female 67.2 32.8 80 
Age 
18-30 60.3 39.7 41 
31-40 54.4 45.6 31 
41-50 66.7 33.3 26 
51-60 73.6 26.4 39 
61-70 82.4 17.6 28 
71+ 100 0.0 4 
Marital status 
Single 57.3 42.7 47 
Married 72.2 27.8 104 
Divorced 60.0 40.0 6 
Widow/widower 71.4 28.6 5 
Other 50.0 50.0 5 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 57.1 42.9 4 
Secondary school 68.2 31.8 30 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 66.7 33.3 84 
Masters or doctoral degree 63.0 37.0 34 
Trade qualification 80.0 20.0 8 
Other 64.3 35.7 9 
Form of traveling 
Independently 62.9 37.1 44 
In a small group 69.6 30.4 32 
With an organized tour company 70.8 29.2 51 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 252) 
With family or friends 62.7 37.3 42 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 61.9 38.1 70 
$U36,000-60,000 69.6 30.4 55 
$U61,000-120,000 66.7 33.3 28 
More than $U120,000 76.2 23.8 16 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 100 0.0 4 
Christians 69.5 30.5 116 
Muslims 66.7 33.3 6 
Hindu 40.9 59.1 9 
Other 70.0 30.0 7 
None 69.4 30.6 25 
Prefer not to answer 28.6 71.4 2 
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Table 52: Please estimate the longest conversation between you and a local person at or near the 
site?   (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1-5 5-15 15- 
30 
30- 
45 
45 
min 
1 
hour 
1-2 
hours 
More 
than 2 
hours 
All (N= 252) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 67.7 9.7 12.9 3.2 0.0 0.0 3.2 3.2 0.0 31 
Europeans  
64.7 
 
20.2 
 
10.9 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
2.5 
 
1.7 
 
0.0 
119 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
 
28.0 
 
20.0 
 
4.0 
 
24.0 
 
16.0 
 
4.0 
 
0.0 
 
4.0 
 
0.0 
25 
Asians 20.0 16.7 23.3 6.7 10.0 3.3 13.3 6.7 0.0 30 
Americans 19.0 19.0 19.0 23.8 4.8 4.8 9.5 0.0 0.0 21 
Others 23.1 15.4 19.2 7.7 7.7 3.8 11.5 3.8 7.7 26 
Gender   
Male 40.3 11.9 10.4 11.2 12.7 9.0 1.5 0.7 2.2 134 
Female 34.7 16.9 9.3 6.8 7.6 7.6 10.2 5.9 0.8 118 
Age 
  
18-30 22.4 9.0 13.4 14.9 7.5 17.9 10.4 1.5 1.5 67 
31-40 26.8 12.5 10.7 8.9 7.1 12.5 14.3 3.6 3.6 56 
41-50 17.9 5.1 28.2 10.3 12.8 5.1 12.8 5.1 2.6 39 
51-60 21.2 21.2 9.6 15.4 11.5 7.7 9.6 3.8 0.0 52 
61-70 35.3 17.6 20.6 14.7 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 0.0 34 
71+ 50.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 
Marital status           
Single 25.9 11.1 11.1 12.3 9.9 11.1 12.3 3.7 2.5 81 
Married 38.5 12.6 11.9 13.3 9.8 3.5 3.5 4.9 2.1 143 
Divorced 30.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 10 
Widow/widower 
14.3 14.3 14.3 0.0 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 0.0 
7 
Other 33.3 22.2 11.1 11.1 0.0 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 9 
Prefer not to 
answer 
 
50.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
50.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
2 
Educational level   
Primary school 28.6 28.6 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 7 
Secondary 
school 
 
 
27.9 
 
 
30.2 
 
 
7.0 
 
 
9.3 
 
 
9.3 
 
 
4.7 
 
 
7.0 
 
 
2.3 
 
 
2.3 
43 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1-5 5-15 15- 
30 
30- 
45 
45 
min 
1 
hour 
1-2 
hours 
More 
than 2 
hours 
All (N= 252) 
Bachelor 
degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
 
 
 
 
20.0 
 
 
 
 
19.2 
 
 
 
 
8.8 
 
 
 
 
9.6 
 
 
 
 
13.6 
 
 
 
 
16.0 
 
 
 
 
9.6 
 
 
 
 
1.6 
 
 
 
 
1.6 
125 
Masters or 
doctoral degree 
 
30.2 
 
18.9 
 
24.5 
 
11.3 
 
11.3 
 
1.9 
 
0.0 
 
1.9 
 
0.0 
53 
Trade 
qualification 
 
20.0 
 
10.0 
 
20.0 
 
10.0 
 
20.0 
 
10.0 
 
10.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
10 
Other 28.6 14.3 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 14.3 7.1 14 
Form of travelling 
Independently 21.7 18.8 15.9 17.4 7.2 2.9 5.8 2.9 7.2 69 
In a small group 37.8 8.9 8.9 4.4 13.3 11.1 8.9 4.4 2.2 45 
With an 
organized tour 
company 
 
 
29.6 
 
 
16.9 
 
 
15.5 
 
 
1.4 
 
 
7.0 
 
 
8.5 
 
 
7.0 
 
 
7.0 
 
 
7.0 
71 
With family or 
friends 
 
26.9 
 
20.9 
 
16.4 
 
16.4 
 
7.5 
 
7.5 
 
1.5 
 
1.5 
 
1.5 
67 
Annual income   
Less than 
$U35,000 
 
28.6 
 
17.0 
 
15.2 
 
10.7 
 
12.5 
 
6.3 
 
2.7 
 
2.7 
 
4.5 
112 
$U36,000- 
60,000 
 
32.1 
 
30.8 
 
5.1 
 
7.7 
 
10.3 
 
5.1 
 
2.6 
 
2.6 
 
3.8 
78 
$U61,000- 
120,000 
 
22.0 
 
12.2 
 
9.8 
 
19.5 
 
12.2 
 
9.8 
 
4.9 
 
4.9 
 
4.9 
41 
More than 
$U120,000 
 
23.8 
 
9.5 
 
4.8 
 
4.8 
 
9.5 
 
9.5 
 
19.0 
 
14.3 
 
4.8 
21 
Religious affiliation   
Buddhist 50.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 
Christians 27.7 12.7 9.6 15.1 10.2 7.2 10.8 3.6 3.0 166 
Muslims 33.3 22.2 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 0.0 9 
Hindu 33.3 19.0 4.8 19.0 4.8 9.5 4.8 4.8 0.0 21 
Other 30.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10 
None 25.7 11.4 11.4 5.7 14.3 14.3 5.7 5.7 5.7 35 
Prefer not to 
answer 
 
28.6 
 
28.6 
 
14.3 
 
14.3 
 
14.3 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
7 
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Table 53: Where do you currently live? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Nationality Country/City Frequency Percent 
Jordanians Amman 28 90.3 
Zarqa 3 9.7 
Total  31 100 
Europeans Britain 11 9.2 
Germany 20 16.8 
France 42 35.3 
Italy 34 28.6 
Switzerland 4 3.4 
Spain 6 5.0 
Ireland 2 1.7 
Total  119 100 
Non- 
Jordanian 
Arabs 
Egypt 11 44.0 
Lebanon 1 4.0 
Iraq 2 8.0 
Syria 2 8.0 
Qatar 3 12.0 
Saudi Arabia 6 24.0 
Total  25 100 
Asians Korea 1 3.3 
China 1 3.3 
Taiwan 2 6.7 
India 20 66.7 
Hong Kong 2 6.7 
Singapore 2 6.7 
Thailand 2 6.7 
Total  30 100 
Americans USA 10 45.5 
Canada 8 36.4 
Mexico 4 18.2 
Total  22 100 
Others Australia 16 66.7 
South Africa 6 25.0 
Fiji 2 8.3 
Total  24 100 
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APPENDIX SIX 
(The Cave Results) 
 
Table 1: Have you ever participated in any religious activity? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 51 29.0 26.759 0.000 
 No 23 29.0   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
13 29.9   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 12 6.3 9.579 0.008 
 No 6 6.3   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
1 6.3   
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 Yes 67 49.7 13.101 0.001 
 No 51 49.7   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
31 49.7   
Total  149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 2: How religious would you rate yourself on a scale from one to ten? 
(Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational groups Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 0 1 7.9   
 1 2 7.9 39.057 0.000 
 2 9 7.9   
 3 6 7.9   
 4 9 7.9   
 5 19 7.9   
 6 4 7.9   
 7 9 7.9   
 8 8 7.9   
 9 4 7.9   
 10 16 7.9   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
     
 0 - 2.4   
 1 2 2.4 4.158 0.761 
 2 2 2.4   
 3 -    
 4 1 2.4   
 5 3 2.4   
 6 -    
 7 4 2.4   
 8 2 2.4   
 9 1 2.4   
 10 4 2.4   
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
 0 -    
 1 5 14.9 130.933 0.000 
 2 7 14.9   
 3 5 14.9   
 4 4 14.9   
 5 50 14.9   
 6 15 14.9   
 7 15 14.9   
 8 31 14.9   
 9 8 14.9   
 10 9 14.9   
Total  149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 3: How often you go to church/temple/mosque? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims At least daily 44 14.5   
 About once a 
week 
21 14.5   
 On special 
festivals 
8 14.5 86.172 0.000 
 Never 3 14.5   
 Other 5 14.5   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
6 14.5   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
At least daily 6 3.8   
About once a 
week 
7 3.8   
 On special 
festivals 
2 3.8 6.526 0.163 
 Never -    
 Other 2 3.8   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
2 3.8   
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
At least daily 64 24.8   
 About once a 
week 
35 24.8 92.812 0.000 
 On special 
festivals 
18 24.8   
 Never 10 24.8   
 Other 8 24.8   
 Prefer not to 
answer 
14 24.8   
Total  149    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 4. What is the main reason for your visit to this site? (Nationality analysis). 
 
 
Nationalities Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Jordanians Religious purposes     
  Pilgrimage 26 20.9 74.102 0.000 
  Spiritual Healing 19 20.9   
  Physical Healing 8 20.9   
  To educate myself and 
or my family about my 
religion 
15 20.9   
 Historical 
Purposes 
 6 20.9   
 Knowledge  35 20.9   
 Enjoyment  48 20.9   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 10 20.9   
 Total  167    
Europeans Religious purposes     
  Pilgrimage 4 4.2 14.471 0.43 
  Spiritual Healing 8 4.2   
  Physical Healing 2 4.2   
  To educate myself and 
or my family about my 
religion 
2 4.2   
 Historical 
Purposes 
 1 4.2   
 Knowledge  8 4.2   
 Enjoyment  7 4.2   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 2 4.2   
 Total  34    
Non- 
Jordanian 
Arabs 
Religious purposes     
  Pilgrimage 1    
  Spiritual Healing 4 3.1   
  Physical Healing 1 3.1   
 To educate myself and or my 
family about my religion 
2 3.1   
466  
Nationalities Observed N Expected N X2 Sig 
 Historical 
Purposes 
 4 3.1   
 Knowledge  5 3.1   
 Enjoyment  3 3.1   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 2 3.1   
 Total  22    
Asians Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage 1 1.8   
  Spiritual Healing 3    
  Physical Healing 1 1.8 1.571 0.666 
  To educate myself and 
or my family about my 
religion 
-    
 Historical 
Purposes 
 1 1.8   
 Knowledge  -    
 Enjoyment  1 1.8   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 -    
 Total  7    
Americans Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage 2 1.7   
  Spiritual Healing 1 1.7   
  Physical Healing 1 1.7   
  To educate myself and 
or my family about my 
religion 
-    
 Historical 
Purposes 
 1 1.7   
 Knowledge  4 1.7   
 Enjoyment  1 1.7   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
     
 Total  10    
Others Religious 
purposes 
     
  Pilgrimage 1 3.0   
  Spiritual Healing 5 3.0   
  Physical Healing 1 3.0 5.333 0.255 
  To educate myself and 
or my family about my 
religion 
-    
 Historical 
Purposes 
 -    
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Nationalities Observed N Expected N X2 Sig 
 Knowledge  -    
 Enjoyment  5 3.0   
 Because it is on 
the itinerary 
 3 3.0   
 Total  15    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5: Demographics of the motivational groups. 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Pilgrims 
(N87) 
Religious tourist 
(N 19) 
Secular tourist 
(N 149) 
All (N= 
255) 
Nationalities 
Jordanians 53 15 99 167 
Europeans 14 2 18 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 6 2 14 22 
Asians 5 0 2 7 
Americans 4 0 4 10 
Others 7 0 8 15 
Gender 
Male 72 12 111 195 
Female 15 7 38 60 
Age 
18-30 46 8 67 121 
31-40 21 6 35 62 
41-50 13 3 28 44 
51-60 5 0 13 18 
61-70 1 0 4 5 
71+ 1 2 2 5 
Marital status 
Single 42 5 42 89 
Married 35 8 100 143 
Divorced 6 4 2 12 
Widow/widower 2 2 4 8 
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Respondents’ demographics Pilgrims 
(N 87) 
Religious tourist 
(N 19) 
Secular 
tourist (N 
149) 
All (N= 
255) 
Other 1 0 0 1 
Prefer not to answer 1 0 1 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 25 2 10 37 
Secondary school 31 9 43 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
22 6 65 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 6 2 16 24 
Trade qualification 2 0 6 8 
Other 1 0 9 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 37 7 50 94 
In a small group 11 2 19 32 
With an organized tour 
company 
7 1 8 16 
With family or friends 32 9 72 113 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000  
47 
8 69 124 
$U36,000-60,000 22 5 45 72 
$U61,000-12,000 9 4 13 26 
More than $U120,000 9 2 20 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 2 0 7 9 
Christians 43 8 41 92 
Muslims 35 11 90 136 
Jewish 0 0 2 2 
Hindu 5 0 5 10 
None 0 0 2 2 
Prefer not to answer 2 0 2 4 
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Table 6. How religious would you rate yourself on a scale from one to ten? (Demographics’ 
analysis %). 
 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 All (N= 255) 
Nationality             
Jordanians 0.6 2.4 6.0 0.6 4.8 33 
.5 
7.8 7. 
8 
18.6 50.4 12.6 167 
Europeans 0.0 8.8 11. 
8 
8.8 2.9 17 
.6 
2.9 20 
.6 
8.8 5.9 11.8 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.6 9.1 4. 
5 
9.1 22 
.7 
22.7 9.1 9.1 22 
Asians 0.0 0.0 28. 
6 
0.0 0.0 28 
.6 
14. 
3 
0. 
0 
14.3 0.0 14.3 7 
Americans 0.0 0.0 20. 
0 
20.0 10. 
0 
10 
.0 
0.0 10 
.0 
10.0 0.0 0.0 10 
Others 0.0 13. 
3 
0.0 13.3 13. 
3 
26 
.7 
13. 
3 
13 
.3 
0.0 0.0 6.7 15 
Gender 
Male 0.5 3.6 7.2 4.1 6.7 30 
.8 
7.2 7. 
7 
16.4 6.2 9.7 195 
Female 0.0 3.3 6.7 5.0 1.7 20 
.0 
8.3 21 
.7 
15.0 1.7 16.7 60 
Age 
18-30 0.0 5.0 5.0 3.3 5.8 28 
.1 
10. 
7 
11 
.6 
14.9 5.0 10.7 121 
31-40 1.6 1.6 8.1 4.8 3.2 32 
.3 
4.8 4. 
8 
21.0 6.5 11.3 62 
41-50 0.0 4.5 6.8 4.5 6.8 27 
.3 
6.8 11 
.4 
15.9 4.5 11.4 44 
51-60 0.0 0.0 11. 
1 
5.6 11. 
1 
16 
.7 
0.0 11 
.1 
16.7 5.6 22.2 18 
61-70 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 40 
.0 
0.0 40 
.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
71+ 0.0 0.0 40. 
0 
0.0 0.0 20 
.0 
0.0 40 
.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 0.0 3.4 5.6 2.2 7.9 29 
.2 
10. 
1 
12 
.4 
14.6 2.2 12.4 89 
Married 0.7 3.5 5.6 5.6 4.2 30 
.1 
6.3 9. 
8 
17.5 7.7 9.1 143 
Divorced 0.0 8.3 16. 
7 
0.0 0.0 0. 
0 
8.3 16 
.7 
16.7 0.0 33.3 12 
Widow/widower 0.0 0.0 37. 
5 
12.5 12. 
5 
12 
.5 
0.0 12 
.5 
0.0 0.0 12.5 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10 
0 
0.0 0. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50 
.0 
0.0 0. 
0 
50.0 0.0 0.0 2 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 All (N= 255) 
Educational level 
Primary school 0.0 5.4 16. 
2 
5.4 18. 
9 
24 
.3 
2.7 5. 
4 
5.4 8.1 8.1 37 
Secondary school 0.0 2.4 7.2 2.4 4.8 31 
.3 
3.6 12 
.0 
16.9 4.8 14.5 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
1.1 4.3 3.2 5.4 2.2 31 
.2 
12. 
9 
6. 
5 
19.4 4.3 9.7 93 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
0.0 0.0 8.3 4.2 4.2 20 
.8 
8.3 16 
.7 
20.8 8.3 8.3 24 
Trade qualification 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25 
.0 
0.0 50 
.0 
0.0 0.0 25.0 8 
Other 0.0 10. 
0 
10. 
0 
10.0 0.0 10 
.0 
10. 
0 
20 
.0 
20.0 0.0 10.0 10 
Form of traveling             
Independently 0.0 4.3 8.5 4.3 7.4 29 
.8 
6.4 7. 
4 
16.0 6.4 9.6 94 
In a small group 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0 9.4 31 
.2 
12. 
5 
6. 
2 
6.2 9.4 15.6 32 
With an organized tour 
company 
0.0 6.2 25. 
0 
12.5 0.0 12 
.5 
0.0 12 
.5 
25.0 0.0 6.2 16 
With family or friends 0.9 0.9 5.3 4.4 3.5 28 
.3 
8.0 15 
.0 
17.7 3.5 12.4 113 
Annual income             
Less than $U35,000 0.0 3.2 4.8 1.6 6.5 29 
.8 
8.9 12 
.1 
16.9 4.0 12.1 124 
$U36,000-60,000 0.0 2.8 8.3 8.3 6.9 30 
.6 
5.6 8. 
3 
13.9 1.4 13.9 72 
$U61,000-120,000 3.8 0.0 11. 
5 
7.7 0.0 15 
.4 
11. 
5 
19 
.2 
11.5 3.8 15.4 26 
More than $U120,000 0.0 9.1 9.1 3.0 3.0 27 
.3 
3.0 6. 
1 
21.2 18.2 0.0 33 
Religious affiliation             
Buddhist 0.0 11. 
1 
0.0 0.0 33. 
3 
0. 
0 
11. 
1 
22 
.2 
0.0 0.0 22.2 9 
Christians 0.5 4.2 6.2 3.6 5.2 31 
.2 
7.3 8. 
9 
16.7 6.2 9.9 92 
Muslims 0.0 0.0 2.8 8.3 0.0 25 
.0 
8.3 16 
.7 
19.4 2.8 16.7 136 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50. 
0 
0. 
0 
0.0 0. 
0 
50.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 0.0 0.0 40. 
0 
10.0 0.0 10 
.0 
20. 
0 
0. 
0 
0.0 0.0 20.0 10 
None 0.0 0.0 50. 
5 
0.0 0.0 0. 
0 
0.0 50 
.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75 
.0 
0.0 0. 
0 
25.0 0.0 0.0 4 
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Table 7: Have you ever participated in any religious activity? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No Prefer not to 
answer 
All (N= 255) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 51.5 28.7 19.8 167 
Europeans 52.9 35.3 11.8 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 45.5 45.5 9.1 22 
Asians 42.9 14.3 42.9 7 
Americans 50.0 30.0 20.0 10 
Others 53.3 40.0 6.7 15 
Gender     
Male 50.8 31.3 17.9 195 
Female 51.7 31.7 16.7 60 
Age     
18-30 52.1 29.8 18.2 121 
31-40 46.8 32.3 21.0 62 
41-50 50.0 38.6 11.4 44 
51-60 66.7 11.1 22.2 18 
61-70 40.0 40.0 20.0 5 
71+ 40.0 60.0 0.0 5 
Marital status     
Single 55.1 30.3 14.6 89 
Married 45.5 34.3 20.3 143 
Divorced 75.0 25.0 0.0 12 
Widow/widower 75.0 12.5 12.5 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Educational level     
Primary school 59.5 29.7 10.8 37 
Secondary school 51.8 30.1 18.1 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 54.8 23.7 21.5 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 33.3 45.8 20.8 24 
Trade qualification 25.0 75.0 0.0 8 
Other 40.0 50.0 10.0 10 
Form of traveling     
Independently 62.8 22.3 14.9 94 
In a small group 53.1 18.8 28.1 32 
With an organized tour company 62.5 31.2 6.2 16 
With family or friends 38.9 42.5 18.6 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No Prefer not to 
answer 
All (N= 255) 
Income     
Less than $U35,000 52.4 29.8 17.7 124 
$U36,000-60,000 48.6 36.1 15.3 72 
$U61,000-120,000 57.7 26.9 15.4 26 
More than $U120,000 45.5 30.3 24.2 33 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 77.8 11.1 11.1 9 
Christians 48.4 34.4 17.2 92 
Muslims 55.6 22.2 22.2 136 
Jewish 100 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 70.0 20.0 10.0 10 
None 0.0 100 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 50.0 4 
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Table 8: How often you go to church/temple/mosque? (Demographics’ analysis % 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
At 
least 
daily 
About 
once a 
week 
On 
special 
festivals 
Ne 
ve 
r 
othe 
r 
Prefer 
not to 
answer 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Nationality        
Jordanians 44.9 23.4 10.8 5.4 6.0 9.6 167 
Europeans 47.1 28.5 0.0 11. 
8 
8.8 5.9 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 31.8 36.4 18.2 0.0 9.1 4.5 22 
Asians 57.1 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 7 
Americans 30.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10 
Others 60.0 26.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 6.7 15 
Gender        
Male 53.3 22.1 7.7 4.6 4.1 8.2 195 
Female 16.7 33.3 21.7 6.7 11.7 10.0 60 
Age        
18-30 47.1 25.6 9.9 5.8 6.6 5.0 121 
31-40 37.1 21.0 16.1 3.2 6.5 16.1 62 
41-50 54.5 20.5 6.8 6.8 2.3 9.1 44 
51-60 38.9 38.9 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 18 
61-70 40.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 5 
71+ 20.0 60.0 0.0 20. 
0 
0.0 0.0 5 
Marital status        
Single 44.9 25.8 6.7 3.4 6.7 12.4 89 
Married 45.5 23.1 11.2 7.0 6.3 7.0 143 
Divorced 33.3 58.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 12 
Widow/widower 25.0 0.0 62.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 8 
Other 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level        
Primary school 56.8 21.6 5.4 5.4 0.0 10.8 37 
Secondary school 44.6 27.7 9.6 3.6 4.8 9.8 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
43.0 25.8 12.9 5.4 6.5 6.5 93 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
41.7 20.8 12.5 0.0 16.7 8.3 24 
Trade qualification 37.5 25.0 12.5 25. 
0 
0.0 0.0 8 
Other 30.0 10.0 20.0 10. 
0 
10.0 20.0 10 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
At 
least 
daily 
About 
once a 
week 
On 
special 
festivals 
Ne 
ve 
r 
othe 
r 
Prefer 
not to 
answer 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Form of traveling        
Independently 53.2 25.5 6.4 4.3 3.2 7.4 94 
In a small group 46.9 31.2 3.1 0.0 6.2 12.5 32 
With an organized tour 
company 
43.8 12.5 12.5 12. 
5 
12.5 6.2 16 
With family or friends 37.2 23.9 16.8 6.2 7.1 8.8 113 
Annual income        
Less than $U35,000 38.7 30.6 8.1 4.8 6.5 11.3 124 
$U36,000-60,000 51.4 18.1 11.1 4.2 6.9 8.3 72 
$U61,000-120,000 46.2 15.4 26.9 3.8 0.0 7.7 26 
More than $U120,000 51.5 24.2 9.1 9.1 6.1 0.0 33 
Religious affiliation        
Buddhist 88.9 0.0 0.0 11. 
1 
0.0 0.0 9 
Christians 46.4 22.4 12.0 6.2 4.2 8.9 92 
Muslims 33.3 41.7 5.6 0.0 11.1 8.3 136 
Jewish 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
None 0.0 0.0 0.0 50. 
0 
50.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0  
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Table 9: Did you expect/plan a special experience at this site? (Motivational groups). 
 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     
 Yes 75 43.5   
 No 12 43.5 45.621 0.000 
Total 87    
Religious Tourists     
 Yes 15 9.5 6.368 0.12 
 No 4 9.5   
Total 19    
Secular Tourists     
 Yes 124 74.5 65.779 0.000 
 No 25 74.5   
Total 149    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
Table 10: Was there any thing special about this site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     
 The View 5 21.75 28.971 .000 
 The Cave 15 21.75   
 The Architecture 14 21.75   
 The sense of spirituality at the site 53 21.75   
Total 87    
Religious tourists     
 The View 1 4.75   
 The Cave 7 4.75 - - 
 The Architecture 3 4.75   
 The sense of spirituality at the site 8 4.75   
Total 19    
Secular Tourists     
 The View 10 37.25 29.679 .000 
 The Cave 82 37.25   
 The Architecture 28 37.25   
 The sense of spirituality at the site 29 37.25   
Total 149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 11: Did you expect/plan a special experience at this site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 85.0 15.0 167 
Europeans 91.2 8.8 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 72.7 27.3 22 
Asians 71.4 28.6 7 
Americans 70.0 30.0 10 
Others 86.7 13.3 15 
Gender    
Male 85.1 14.7 195 
Female 80.0 20.0 60 
Age    
18-30 87.6 12.4 121 
31-40 83.9 16.1 62 
41-50 75.0 25.0 44 
51-60 88.9 11.1 18 
61-70 60.0 40.0 5 
71+ 80.0 20.0 5 
Marital status    
Single 83.1 16.9 89 
Married 86.0 14.0 143 
Divorced 91.7 8.3 12 
Widow/widower 50.0 50.0 8 
Other 100 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.5 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 86.5 13.5 37 
Secondary school 81.9 18.1 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 83.9 16.1 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 91.7 8.3 24 
Trade qualification 75.0 25.0 8 
Other 80.0 20.0 10 
Form of traveling    
Independently 79.8 20.2 94 
In a small group 78.1 21.9 32 
With an organized tour company 81.2 18.8 16 
With family or friends 89.4 10.6 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 83.1 16.9 124 
$U36,000-60,000 83.3 16.7 72 
$U61,000-12,000 88.8 11.5 26 
More than $U120,000 84.8 15.2 33 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhists 88.9 11.1 9 
Christians 83.3 16.7 92 
Muslims 88.9 11.1 136 
Jewish 0.0 100 2 
Hindu 90.0 10.0 10 
None 50.0 50.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 4 
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Table 12: Was there any thing special about this site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
The 
view 
The sense of 
spirituality at the site 
The 
Cave 
The 
architectu 
re 
All (N= 
255) 
Nationality      
Jordanians 1.9 38.3 41.9 17.9 167 
Europeans 8.9 29.4 32.3 29.4 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 9.2 31.8 40.9 18.1 22 
Asians - 42.9 42.9 14.2 7 
Americans 30.0 20.0 50.0 - 10 
Others 33.4 26.6 40.0 - 15 
Gender      
Male 7.1 34.3 40.5 17.9 195 
Female 3.3 38.3 41.6 16.6 60 
Age      
18-30 2.6 39.6 33.9 23.9 121 
31-40 3.2 33.9 50.0 12.9 62 
41-50 2.3 31.8 45.4 20.5 44 
51-60 5.5 27.8 50.0 16.7 18 
61-70 - 20.0 20.0 60.0 5 
71+ 20.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 5 
Marital status      
Single 9.0 22.5 46.0 22.5 89 
Married 4.9 31.5 47.6 16.0 143 
Divorced 8.3 33.3 50.0 8.3 12 
Widow/widower - 12.5 75.0 12.5 8 
Other - - 100 - 1 
Prefer not to answer - - 100 - 2 
Educational level      
Primary school 5.4 29.7 40.5 24.3 37 
Secondary school 10.8 36.1 40.9 12.0 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
5.4 39.8 41.9 12.9 93 
Masters or doctoral degree - 33.3 41.6 25.0 24 
Trade qualification - 25.0 37.5 37.5 8 
Other - 20.0 40.0 40.0 10 
Form of traveling      
Independently 7.4 29.8 37.2 25.5 94 
In a small group - 37.5 40.6 21.9 32 
With an organized tour 
company 
12.5 25.0 43.8 18.8 16 
With family or friends 6.2 40.7 43.4 9.7 113 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
The 
view 
The sense of 
spirituality at the site 
The 
Cave 
The 
architectu 
re 
All (N= 
255) 
Annual income      
Less than $U35,000 8.9 35.5 37.9 17.7 124 
$U36,000-60,000 4.2 41.7 43.0 11.1 72 
$U61,000-120,000 3.8 30.7 46.1 19.2 26 
More than $U120,000 6.0 24.2 42.4 27.2 33 
Religious affiliation      
Buddhist 11.1 33.3 44.4 11.1 9 
Christians 4.3 41.3 30.4 23.9 92 
Muslims 8.0 30.9 45.6 15.4 136 
Jewish - 50.0 50.0 - 2 
Hindu - 40.0 50.0 10.0 10 
None - 50.0 50.0 - 2 
Prefer not to answer - 25.0 75.5 - 4 
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Table 13: Would you like to spend longer at this site? If yes what would you like to do? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     
 Religious Retreat 15 17.4 64.207 0.000 
 Learning about local culture 44 17.4   
 Volunteering in the local 
Community 
21 17.4   
 Enjoying the view 5 17.4   
 NO 2 17.4   
Total 87    
Religious Tourists     
 Religious Retreat 1 4.8 12.789 0.005 
 Learning about local culture 7 4.8   
 Volunteering in the local 
Community 
10 4.8   
 View 1 4.8   
 NO 0    
Total 19    
Secular Tourists     
 Religious Retreat 27 29.8 78.081 0.000 
 Learning about local culture 54 29.8   
 Volunteering in the local 
Community 
55 29.8   
 View 4 29.8   
 NO 9 29.8   
Total 149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 14: Would you recommend this site to a friend? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N% X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims     
 Yes 80 43.5   
 No 7 4.35 61.253 0.000 
Total 81    
Religious Tourists     
 Yes 18 9.5   
 No 1 9.5   
Total 19  15.211 0.000 
Secular Tourists     
 Yes 144 74.5   
 No 5 74.5 129.671 0.000 
Total 149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
 
Table 15: Did you purchase any local products or handicrafts at the site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
 Yes 37 43.5   
 No 50 43.5 1.943 0.163 
Total  87    
Religious Tourists      
 Yes 7 9.5 1.316 0.251 
 No 12 9.5   
Total  19    
Secular Tourists      
 Yes 20 74.5 79.738 0.000 
 No 129 74.5   
Total      
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 16 Are you happy with the product? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes/Unique 31 18.5 8.445  
Yes/Reliable 6 18.5  0.000 
Total  37    
Religious 
Tourists 
Yes/Unique 6 3.5 1.785  
Yes/Reliable 1 3.5  0.000 
Total  7    
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes/Unique 15 10.0 2.5 0.000 
Yes/Reliable 5 10.0   
Total  20    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
Table 17: Did you changed your mind about this site after your tour? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N% X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes/ Negatively 25 29.0 1.103 0.576 
Yes/ Positively 29 29.0 
Total 54  
   
 NO 33 29.0 
Total  87  
Religious 
Tourists 
Yes/ Negatively 5 6.3 1.684 0.431 
Yes/ Positively 5 6.3 
NO 9 6.3 
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes/ Negatively 27 49.7 22.322 0.000 
 Yes/ Positively 48 49.7 
 NO 74 49.7 
Total  149  
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 18. Would you like to spend longer at this site? If yes what would you like to do? 
(Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 97.0 3.0 167 
Europeans 94.1 5.9 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 86.4 13.6 22 
Asians 100 - 7 
Americans 100 - 10 
Others 93.3 6.7 15 
Gender 0   
Male 95.9 4.1 195 
Female 95.0 5.0 60 
Age    
18-30 95.9 4.1 121 
31-40 95.2 4.8 62 
41-50 93.2 6.8 44 
51-60 100 - 18 
61-70 100 - 5 
71+ 100 - 5 
Marital status    
Single 94.4 5.6 89 
Married 96.5 3.5 143 
Divorced 100 - 12 
Widow/widower 100 - 8 
Other 100 - 1 
Prefer not to answer 50 50 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 97.3 2.7 37 
Secondary school 96.4 3.6 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 94.6 5.4 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 91.7 8.3 24 
Trade qualification 100 - 8 
Other 100 - 10 
Form of traveling    
Independently 97.9 2.1 94 
In a small group 100 - 32 
With an organized tour company 100 - 16 
With family or friends 92.0 8.0 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 96.0 4.0 124 
$U36,000-60,000 95.8 4.2 72 
$U61,000-120,000 96.1 3.8 26 
More than $U120,000 94 6.1 33 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 100 - 9 
Christians 95.3 4.7 92 
Muslims 94.4 5.6 136 
Jewish 100 - 2 
Hindu 100 - 10 
None 100 - 2 
Prefer not to answer 100 - 4 
 
 
 
Table 19: Respondents‘ opinions about what would they like to do if they stay longer at the 
site (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Religiou 
s retreat 
Learning about 
local culture 
Volunteering in 
the local 
community 
Enjoy the 
view 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Nationality      
Jordanians 13.2 46.5 36.3 4.0 162 
Europeans 21.6 48.1 26.5 1.0 32 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
12.1 26.7 44.6 16.6 19 
Asians 28.6 28.6 14.3 28.6 7 
Americans 50.0 10.0 40.0 0.0 10 
Others 35.3 34.3 27.7 2.7 14 
Gender      
Male 18.9 45.1 31.8 4.2 187 
Female 15.3 32.7 44.3 7.7 57 
Age      
18-30 15.1 46.5 31.6 6.8 116 
31-40 12.9 44.5 39.7 2.6 59 
41-50 20.2 48.7 26.0 4.9 41 
51-60 38.9 11.1 50.0 0.0 18 
61-70 60.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 5 
71+ 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 5 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Religiou 
s retreat 
Learning about 
local culture 
Volunteering in 
the local 
community 
Enjoy the 
view 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Marital status      
Single 13.4 43.7 39.2 3.7 84 
Married 20.6 43.4 31.6 4.5 138 
Divorced 16.7 50.0 0.0 33.3 12 
Widow/widower 25.0 37.5 37.5 0.0 8 
Other 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to 
answer 
100 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 
Educational level      
Primary school 25.3 44.2 27.7 2.7 36 
Secondary school 8.2 49.4 31.7 10.6 80 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
21.4 35.4 39.7 3.5 88 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
22.8 22.8 52.0 2.3 22 
Trade qualification 12.5 75.0 12.5 0.0 8 
Other 30.0 50.0 20.0 0.0 10 
Form of traveling      
Independently 19.1 48.9 28.7 3.2 92 
In a small group 9.4 31.2 56.2 3.1 32 
With an organized 
tour company 
25.0 31.2 31.2 12.5 16 
With family or 
friends 
17.9 40.9 33.9 7.3 104 
Annual income      
Less than 
$U35,000 
11.5 51.0 33.3 4.2 119 
$U36,000-60,000 26.0 32.9 34.3 6.8 69 
$U61,000-120,000 27.9 20.2 43.3 8.6 25 
More than 
$U120,000 
16.2 46.5 34.3 3.1 31 
Religious 
affiliation 
     
Buddhist 22.2 33.3 33.3 11.1 9 
Christians 18.2 45.3 31.7 4.8 88 
Muslims 12.1 37.1 48.2 2.6 128 
Jewish 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Hindu 0.0 30.0 60.0 10.0 10 
None 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to 
answer 
25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 4 
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Table 20: Would you recommend this site to a friend? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationalities    
Jordanians 95.8 4.2 167 
Europeans 94.1 5.9 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 90.9 9.1 22 
Asian 100 0.0 7 
American 80.0 20.0 10 
Other 100 0.0 15 
Gender    
Male 95.4 4.6 195 
Female 93.3 6.7 60 
Age    
18-30 95.0 5.0 121 
31-40 93.5 6.5 62 
41-50 97.7 2.3 44 
51-60 88.9 11.1 18 
61-70 100 0.0 5 
71+ 100 0.0 5 
Marital status    
Single 94.4 5.6 89 
Married 97.9 2.1 143 
Divorced 91.7 8.3 12 
Widow/widower 75.0 25.0 8 
Other 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 86.5 13.5 37 
Secondary school 100 0.0 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 96.8 3.2 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 83.3 16.7 24 
Trade qualification 87.5 12.5 8 
Other 100 0.0 10 
Form of traveling    
Independently 91.5 8.5 94 
In a small group 90.6 9.4 32 
With an organized tour company 93.8 6.2 16 
With family or friends 99.1 0.9 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 96.0 4.0 124 
$U36,000-60,000 95.8 4.2 72 
$U61,000-120,000 96.2 3.8 26 
More than $U120,000 87.9 12.1 33 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 100 0.0 9 
Christians 98.4 1.6 92 
Muslims 86.1 13.9 136 
Jewish 0.0 100 2 
Hindu 80.0 20.0 10 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
None 100 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 75.0 25.0 4 
 
 
 
 
Table 21: Did you change your mind about this site after your tour? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ demographics No Negatively Positively All (N= 255) 
Nationalities     
Jordanians 38.9 25.7 35.3 167 
Europeans 47.1 23.35 29.4 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 59.1 9.1 31.8 22 
Asians 85.7 0.0 14.3 7 
Americans 50.0 20.0 30.0 10 
Others 73.3 13.3 13.3 15 
Gender 
Male 45.6 24.6 29.7 195 
Female 45.0 15.0 40.0 60 
Age 
18-30 45.5 24.0 30.6 121 
31-40 35.5 25.8 38.7 62 
41-50 56.8 15.9 27.3 44 
51-60 38.9 22.2 38.9 18 
61-70 80.0 20.0 0.0 5 
71+ 60.0 0.0 40.0 5 
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Respondents’ demographics No Negatively Positively All (N= 255) 
Marital status 
Single 44.9 29.2 25.8 89 
Married 46.2 18.9 35.0 143 
Divorced 41.7 33.3 25.0 12 
Widow/widower 37.5 12.5 50.0 8 
Other 100 0.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 37.8 35.1 27.0 37 
Secondary school 37.3 30.1 32.5 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 52.7 34.4 12.9 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 45.8 16.7 37.5 24 
Trade qualification 62.5 25.0 12.5 8 
Other 60.0 10.0 30.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 43.6 22.3 34.0 94 
In a small group 53.1 21.9 25.0 32 
With an organized tour company 25.0 31.2 43.8 16 
With family or friends 47.8 21.2 31.0 113 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 50.8 18.5 30.6 124 
$U36,000-60,000 37.5 26.4 36.1 72 
$U61,000-120,000 53.8 26.9 19.2 26 
More than $U120,000 36.4 24.2 39.4 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 55.6 33.3 11.1 9 
Christians 45.8 23.4 30.7 92 
Muslims 44.4 16.7 38.9 136 
Jewish 50.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Hindu 20.0 20.0 60.0 10 
None 50.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 75.0 25.0 0.0 4 
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Table 22: Did you purchase any local products or handicrafts at the site? (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 22.2 77.8 167 
Europeans 32.4 67.6 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 22.7 77.3 22 
Asians 28.6 71.4 7 
Americans 50.0 50.0 10 
Others 26.7 73.3 15 
Gender    
Male 26.7 73.3 195 
Female 20.0 80.0 60 
Age    
18-30 23.1 76.9 121 
31-40 25.8 74.2 62 
41-50 25.0 75.0 44 
51-60 38.9 61.1 18 
61-70 20.0 80.0 5 
71+ 20.0 80.0 5 
Marital status    
Single 33.7 66.3 89 
Married 16.8 83.2 143 
Divorced 50.0 50.0 12 
Widow/widower 50.0 50.0 8 
Other 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 2 
Educational level    
Primary school 59.5 40.5 37 
Secondary school 19.3 80.7 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 20.4 79.6 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 12.5 87.5 24 
Trade qualification 0.0 100 8 
Other 40.0 60.0 10 
Form of traveling    
Independently 30.9 69.1 94 
In a small group 31.2 68.8 32 
With an organized tour company 56.2 43.8 16 
With family or friends 14.2 85.8 113 
Annual income    
Less than $U35,000 22.6 77.4 124 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
$U36,000-60,000 26.4 73.6 72 
$U61,000-120,000 26.9 73.1 26 
More than $U120,000 30.3 69.7 33 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 88.9 11.1 9 
Christians 20.3 79.7 92 
Muslims 33.3 66.7 136 
Jewish 50.0 50.0 2 
Hindu 40.0 60.0 10 
None 0.0 100 2 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 4 
. 
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Table 23 Are you happy with the product? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes 
Unique 
Yes 
Reliable 
All (N= 255) 
Nationality    
Jordanians 64.8 35.2 37 
Europeans 72.7 27.3 11 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 80.0 20.0 5 
Asians 100 0.0 2 
Americans 100 0.0 5 
Others 50.0 50.0 4 
Gender    
Male 75.0 25.0 52 
Female 66.6 33.4 12 
Age    
18-30 78.5 21.5 28 
31-40 68.7 31.3 16 
41-50 63.6 36.4 11 
51-60 71.4 28.6 7 
61-70 100 0.0 1 
71+ 100 0.0 1 
Marital status    
Single 63.3 36.7 30 
Married 79.1 20.9 24 
Divorced 66.6 33.4 6 
Widow/widower 100 0.0 4 
Other 0.0 0.0 - 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 - 
Educational level    
Primary school 77.2 22.8 22 
Secondary school 62.5 37.5 16 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 68.4 31.6 19 
Masters or doctoral degree 100 0.0 3 
Trade qualification 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Other 75.0 25.0 4 
Form of traveling    
Independently 72.4 27.6 29 
In a small group 60.0 40.0 10 
With an organized tour company 66.6 33.4 9 
With family or friends 75.0 25.0 16 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes 
Unique 
Yes 
Reliable 
All (N= 255) 
Income    
Less than $U35,000 71.4 28.6 28 
$U36,000-60,000 57.8 42.2 19 
$U61,000-120,000 71.4 28.6 7 
More than $U120,000 70.0 30.0 10 
Religious affiliation    
Buddhist 62.5 37.5 8 
Christians 69.2 30.8 12 
Muslims 66.6 33.4 39 
Jewish 100 0.0 2 
Hindu 100 0.0 4 
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Table 24 What was good at the site? (you may mark more than one square). (Motivational 
groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Garden 22 10.9 54.701 0.000 
The cave 25 10.9   
Place to practice your religious 
beliefs 
16 10.9   
Restaurant 7 10.9   
Parking 1 10.9   
Bathrooms 1 10.9   
The Market 5 10.9   
No Opinion 10 10.9   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
Garden 7 3.8   
The Cave 6 3.8 8.105 0.088 
Place to practice your religious 
beliefs 
4 3.8   
Restaurant -    
Parking -    
Bathrooms -    
The Market 1 3.8   
No Opinion 1 3.8   
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
Garden 36 18.6 137.228 0.000 
The Cave 54 18.6   
Place to practice your religious 
beliefs 
26 18.6   
Restaurant 4 18.6   
Parking 1 18.6   
Bathrooms 1 18.6   
Market 8 18.6   
No Opinion 19 18.6   
Total  149    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 25 What was good at the site? (you may mark more than one square). (Demographic 
analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
The 
cave 
Mos 
que 
Resta 
urants 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Ma 
rke 
t 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Nationality          
Jordanians 27.5 34.1 17.4 1.2 1.2 0.6 6.0 12.0 167 
Europeans 26.5 38.2 17.6 8.8 0.0 2.9 0.0 5.9 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 18.2 22.7 18.2 13.6 0.0 0.0 9.1 18.2 22 
Asians 0.0 28.6 42.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 14.3 7 
Americans 30.0 20.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 10 
Others 20.0 40.0 13.3 13.3 0.0 0.0 6.7 6.7 15 
Gender          
Male 26.7 32.3 17.9 3.1 1.0 1.0 6.2 11.8 195 
Female 21.7 36.7 18.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 11.7 60 
Age          
18-30 28.1 39.7 15.7 5.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 8.3 121 
31-40 19.4 29.0 14.5 3.2 1.6 3.2 9.7 19.4 62 
41-50 34.1 27.3 25.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 4.5 6.8 44 
51-60 11.1 27.8 22.2 5.6 0.0 0.0 11.1 22.2 18 
61-70 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 5 
71+ 20.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Marital status          
Single 31.5 32.6 15.7 4.5 0.0 0.0 2.2 13.5 89 
Married 22.4 34.3 20.3 2.1 0.7 1.4 7.7 11.2 143 
Divorced 16.7 50.0 16.7 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 12 
Widow/widowed 25.0 0.0 12.5 37.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level          
Primary school 48.6 16.2 18.9 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 37 
Secondary school 21.7 32.5 18.1 4.8 1.2 1.2 9.3 10.8 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
28.0 37.6 18.3 1.1 0.0 1.1 3.2 10.8 93 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
4.2 41.7 20.8 8.3 4.2 0.0 4.2 16.7 24 
Trade qualification 12.5 37.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 8 
Other 10.0 40.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 30.0 10 
Form of traveling          
Independently 34.0 33.0 20.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.1 94 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gar 
den 
The 
cave 
Mos 
que 
Resta 
urants 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bathr 
ooms 
Ma 
rke 
t 
No 
opini 
on 
All 
(N= 
255) 
In a small group 25.0 46.9 21.9 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 32 
With an organized tour 
company 
25.0 31.2 12.5 12.5 6.2 0.0 0.0 12.5 16 
With family or friends 18.6 30.1 15.9 6.2 0.9 1.8 11.5 15.0 113 
Annual income          
Less than $U35,000 28.2 35.5 15.3 5.6 0.0 0.8 8.1 6.5 124 
$U36,000-60,000 30.6 29.2 13.9 5.6 1.4 1.4 4.2 13.9 72 
$U61,000-120,000 15.4 42.3 11.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.8 26 
More than $U120,000 12.1 27.3 42.4 0.0 3.0 0.30 3.0 12.1 33 
Religious affiliation          
Buddhist 44.4 33.3 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9 
Christians 27.6 31.2 19.3 1.6 .5 0.5 6.8 12.5 92 
Muslims 16.7 50.0 16.7 8.3 0.0 2.8 2.8 2.8 136 
Jewish 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 20.0 0.0 10.0 40.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 10 
None 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 4 
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Table 26 Respondents‘ opions about what feature could be improved or added to the site 
amongst the three motivational groups. 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected 
N 
X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Garden 21 12.4 191.126 0.004 
Museum 22 12.4   
Place to practice your religious 
beliefs 
14 12.4   
Restaurant 18 12.4   
Parking 6 12.4   
Bathrooms 3 12.4   
Market 3 12.4   
No Opinion 0    
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
Garden 8 3.2 5.316 0.379 
Museum 4 3.2   
Place to practice your religious 
beliefs 
1 3.2   
Restaurant 4 3.2   
Parking 2 3.2   
Bathrooms -    
Market - 3.2   
No Opinion -    
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
Garden 19 21.3   
Museum 29 21.3 43.664 0.000 
Place to practice your religious 
beliefs 
13 21.3   
Restaurant 20 21.3   
Parking 16 21.3   
Bathrooms 7 21.3   
Market 45 21.3   
No Opinion -    
Total  149    
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 27 What could be improved or added?  (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gard 
en 
M 
use 
um 
Place to 
practice your 
religious belief 
Restaur 
ant 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bath 
roo 
ms 
Ma 
rke 
t 
No 
opinio 
n 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Nationality          
Jordanians 16.8 20. 
4 
11.4 14.4 9.6 3.6 24. 
0 
0.0 167 
Europeans 20.6 17. 
6 
8.8 14.7 14. 
7 
2.9 20. 
6 
0.0 34 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
4.5 27. 
3 
13.6 22.7 4.5 4.5 22. 
7 
0.0 22 
Asians 28.6 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 14.3 28. 
6 
0.0 7 
Americans 40.0 30. 
0 
0.0 0.0 20. 
0 
10.0 0.0 0.0 10 
Others 26.7 13. 
3 
6.7 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 15 
Gender          
Male 17.4 21. 
0 
10.8 10.3 9.2 5.1 26. 
2 
0.0 195 
Female 20.0 16. 
7 
11.7 26.7 10. 
0 
0.0 15. 
0 
0.0 60 
Age          
18-30 21.5 20. 
7 
11.6 19.0 4.1 2.5 20. 
7 
0.0 121 
31-40 17.7 21. 
0 
9.7 8.1 11. 
3 
3.2 29. 
0 
0.0 62 
41-50 11.4 15. 
9 
9.1 4.5 22. 
7 
9.1 27. 
3 
0.0 44 
51-60 16.7 27. 
8 
16.7 16.7 5.6 5.6 11. 
1 
0.0 18 
61-70 20.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 40. 
0 
0.0 5 
71+ 0.0 20. 
0 
0.0 40.0 20. 
0 
0.0 20. 
0 
0.0 5 
Marital status          
Single 27.0 14. 
6 
10.1 14.6 4.5 4.5 24. 
7 
0.0 89 
Married 11.9 21. 
7 
12.6 14.0 11. 
2 
4.2 24. 
5 
0.0 143 
Divorced 16.7 50. 
0 
0.0 16.7 16. 
7 
0.0 0.0 0.0 12 
Widow/widower 37.5 0.0 12.5 12.5 25. 
0 
0.0 12. 
5 
0.0 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10 
0 
0.0 1 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gard 
en 
M 
use 
um 
Place to 
practice your 
religious belief 
Restaur 
ant 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bath 
roo 
ms 
Ma 
rke 
t 
No 
opinio 
n 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Prefer not to 
answer 
0.0 50. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50. 
0 
0.0 2 
Educational 
level 
         
Primary school 45.9 24. 
3 
10.8 0.0 5.4 0.0 13. 
5 
0.0 37 
Secondary school 15.7 18. 
1 
13.3 10.8 15. 
7 
3.6 22. 
9 
0.0 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
14.0 17. 
2 
11.8 21.5 7.5 4.3 23. 
7 
0.0 93 
Masters or 
doctoral degree 
12.5 25. 
0 
4.2 25.0 4.2 8.3 20. 
8 
0.0 24 
Trade 
qualification 
0.0 50. 
0 
12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 25. 
0 
0.0 8 
Other 0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 0.0 10. 
0 
10.0 10. 
0 
0.0 10 
Form of 
traveling 
         
Independently 26.6 17. 
0 
7.4 7.4 6.4 6.4 28. 
7 
0.0 94 
In a small group 21.9 28. 
1 
21.9 12.5 9.4 3.1 3.1 0.0 32 
With an 
organized tour 
company 
18.8 18. 
8 
12.5 18.8 12. 
5 
0.0 18. 
8 
0.0 16 
With family or 
friends 
9.7 20. 
4 
10.6 19.5 11. 
5 
2.7 25. 
7 
0.0 113 
Annual income          
Less than 
$U35,000 
17.7 16. 
9 
10.5 19.4 11. 
3 
3.2 21. 
0 
0.0 124 
$U36,000-60,000 18.1 23. 
6 
13.9 6.9 8.3 2.8 26. 
4 
0.0 72 
$U61,000- 
120,000 
23.1 23. 
1 
0.0 15.4 3.8 3.8 30. 
8 
0.0 26 
More than 
$U120,000 
15.2 21. 
2 
15.2 9.1 9.1 9.1 21. 
2 
0.0 33 
Religious 
affiliation 
         
Buddhist 9.7 20. 
4 
10.6 19.5 11. 
5 
2.7 25. 
7 
0.0 113 
Christians 17.2 18. 
2 
10.9 11.5 10. 
4 
5.2 26. 
6 
0.0 92 
Muslims 16.7 25. 
0 
13.9 30.6 2.8 0.0 0.0 11.1 136 
Jewish 0.0 50. 
0 
50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Gard 
en 
M 
use 
um 
Place to 
practice your 
religious belief 
Restaur 
ant 
Par 
kin 
g 
Bath 
roo 
ms 
Ma 
rke 
t 
No 
opinio 
n 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Hindu 20.0 20. 
0 
0.0 30.0 30. 
0 
0.0 10. 
0 
0.0 10 
None 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10 
0 
0.0 2 
Prefer not to 
answer 
25.0 25. 
0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50. 
0 
0.0 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 28: The information signs at the site are easy to read: (Motivational groups). 
 
 Pilgrims Religious 
tourists 
Secular tourists 
Agree 63 16 94 
Disagree 14 2 28 
No opinion 10 1 27 
Total 78 19 149 
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Table 29: The information signs at the site are easy to read: (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No 
opinion 
All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 68.3 15.6 16.2 167 
Europeans 61.8 29.4 29.4 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 77.3 18.2 4.5 22 
Asians 85.7 0.0 14.3 7 
Americans 40 20 40 10 
Others 73.3 13.3 13.3 15 
Gender 
Male 70.3 14.4 15.4 195 
Female 60.0 26.7 13.3 60 
Age 
18-30 75.2 13.2 11.6 121 
31-40 56.2 24.2 19.4 62 
41-50 75.0 9.1 15.9 44 
51-60 50.0 27.8 22.2 18 
61-70 20.0 60.0 20.0 5 
71+ 80.0 20.0 0.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 76.4 7.9 15.7 89 
Married 64.3 21.7 14.0 143 
Divorced 66.7 25.0 8.3 12 
Widow/widower 37.5 37.5 25.0 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer     
Educational level 
Primary school 73.0 13.5 13.5 37 
Secondary school 67.5 14.5 18.1 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
68.8 18.3 12.9 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 54.2 29.2 16.7 24 
Trade qualification 87.5 12.5 0.0 8 
Other 60.0 20.0 20.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 74.5 12.8 12.8 94 
In a small group 62.5 25.5 12.5 32 
With an organized tour company 75.0 18.8 6.2 16 
With family or friends 62.8 18.6 18.6 113 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 74.2 13.7 12.1 124 
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Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No 
opinion 
All (N= 255) 
$U36,000-60,000 61.1 23.6 15.3 72 
$U61,000-120,000 69.2 7.7 21.3 26 
More than $U120,000 57.6 24.2 18.2 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 77.8 22.2 0.0 9 
Christians 70.3 14.6 15.1 92 
Muslims 72.2 22.2 5.6 136 
Jewish 0.0 100 0.0 2 
Hindu 50.0 20.0 30.0 10 
None 0.0 100 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 100 4 
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Table 30: Facilities for disabled people such as ramps and Braille signs, are adequate. 
(Motivational groups). 
 
 Pilgrims Religious 
Tourists 
Secular 
Tourists 
Agree 48 9 59 
Disagree 20 7 45 
No opinion 19 3 45 
Total 87 19 149 
 
 
 
Table 31: Facilities for disabled people such as ramps and Braille signs, are adequate. 
(Demographic analysis %). 
Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion All (N= 255) 
Nationality     
Jordanians 49.1 22.2 28.7 167 
Europeans 52.9 29.4 17.6 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 18.2 63.6 18.2 22 
Asians 42.9 42.9 14.3 7 
Americans 40.0 20.0 40.0 10 
Others 33.3 40.0 26.7 15 
Gender     
Male 52.3 24.1 23.6 195 
Female 23.3 41.7 35.0 60 
Age     
18-30 42.1 25.6 32.2 121 
31-40 45.2 37.1 17.1 62 
41-50 61.4 18.2 20.5 44 
51-60 44.4 22.2 33.3 18 
61-70 20.0 60.0 20.0 5 
71+ 20.0 60.0 20.0 5 
Marital status     
Single 38.2 22.5 39.3 89 
Married 51.7 28.7 19.6 143 
Divorced 41.7 50.0 8.3 12 
Widow/widower 25.0 50.0 25.0 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 0.0 2 
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Respondents’ demographics Agree Disagree No opinion All (N= 255) 
Educational level     
Primary school 67.6 10.8 21.6 37 
Secondary school 56.6 21.7 21.7 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
39.8 30.1 30.1 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 16.7 66.7 16.7 24 
Trade qualification 37.5 37.5 25.0 8 
Other 0.0 30.0 70.0 10 
Form of traveling     
Independently 55.3 22.3 22.3 94 
In a small group 43.8 18.8 37.5 32 
With an organized tour company 37.5 43.8 18.8 16 
With family or friends 38.9 33.6 27.4 113 
Annual income     
Less than $U35,000 48.4 23.4 28.2 124 
$U36,000-60,000 43.1 36.1 20.8 72 
$U61,000-120,000 42.3 30.8 28.9 26 
More than $U120,000 42.4 27.3 30.3 33 
Religious affiliation     
Buddhist 66.7 33.3 0.0 9 
Christians 50.5 22.4 27.1 92 
Muslims 30.6 47.2 22.2 136 
Jewish 0.0 100 0.0 2 
Hindu 20.0 60.0 20.0 10 
None 0.0 50.0 50.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 100 4 
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Table 32: Would you support this site to be listed as a World Heritage Site? (Motivational 
groups). 
 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
Yes 76 29.0 114.275 0.000 
No 5 29.0   
No Opinion 6 29.0   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
     
Yes 19 19.0 - - 
No -    
No Opinion     
Total      
Secular 
Tourists 
     
Yes 124 49.7 167.128 0.000 
No 10 49.7   
No Opinion 15 49.7   
Total  149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 33:  Do you consider this site MAINLY as a (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Jordanian Site 26 14.5 96.655 0.000 
Christian Site 11 14.5   
Islamic Site 43 14.5   
Jewish Site 3 14.5   
Heritage Site 2 14.5   
Other Site 2 14.5   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
Jordanian Site 5 4.8   
Christian Site -  17.000 0.001 
Islamic Site 12 4.8   
Jewish Site -    
Heritage Site 1 4.8   
Other Site 1 4.8   
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
Jordanian Site 11 24.8   
Christian Site 4 24.8 261.054 0.000 
Islamic Site 96 24.8   
Jewish Site 1 24.8   
Heritage Site 27 24.8   
Other Site 10 24.8   
Total  149    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 34: Do you consider this site MAINLY as a (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Jordani 
an site 
Christia 
n site 
Islami 
c site 
Jewis 
h site 
Heritag 
e site 
Ot 
her 
All (N= 
255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 15.0 4.8 61.7 1.2 12.0 5.4 167 
Europeans 8.8 8.8 55.9 0.0 23.5 2.9 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 13.6 4.5 54.5 4.5 18.2 4.5 22 
Asians 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 7 
Americans 20.0 10.0 30.0 0.0 30.0 10. 
0 
10 
Others 26.7 6.7 53.3 6.7 0.0 6.7 15 
Gender        
Male 17.9 5.6 57.9 1.5 11.8 5.1 195 
Female 11.7 6.7 63.3 1.7 11.7 5.0 60 
Age 
18-30 18.2 5.0 58.7 2.5 9.1 6.6 121 
31-40 19.4 8.1 54.8 0.0 14.5 3.2 62 
41-50 13.6 0.0 72.7 0.0 13.6 0.0 44 
51-60 5.6 16.7 38.9 5.6 16.7 16. 
7 
18 
61-70 0.0 20.0 60.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 5 
71+ 20.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 22.5 9.0 49.4 2.2 6.7 10. 
1 
89 
Married 10.5 2.1 68.5 1.4 14.7 2.8 143 
Divorced 50.0 16.7 25.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 12 
Widow/widower 12.5 25.0 37.5 0.0 25.0 0.0 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 45.9 21.6 21.6 5.4 2.7 2.7 37 
Secondary school 12.0 4.8 68.7 0.0 10.8 3.6 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
11.8 2.2 62.4 1.1 14.0 8.6 93 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
12.5 4.5 54.2 4.2 25.0 0.0 24 
Trade qualification 0.0 0.0 87.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 8 
Other 10.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 10. 
0 
10 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Jordani 
an site 
Christia 
n site 
Islami 
c site 
Jewis 
h site 
Heritag 
e site 
Ot 
her 
All (N= 
255) 
Form of traveling 
Independently 23.4 6.4 56.4 2.1 7.4 4.3 94 
In a small group 15.6 9.4 37.5 6.2 18.8 12. 
5 
32 
With an organized tour 
company 
25.0 12.5 56.2 0.0 6.2 0.0 16 
With family or friends 9.7 3.5 68.1 0.0 14.2 4.4 113 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 16.9 4.8 65.3 1.6 8.1 3.2 124 
$U36,000-60,000 9.7 9.7 56.9 2.8 15.8 5.6 72 
$U61,000-120,000 30.8 3.8 42.3 0.0 7.7 15. 
4 
26 
More than $U120,000 18.2 3.0 54.5 0.0 21.2 3.0 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 55.6 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 11. 
1 
9 
Christians 13.5 3.6 63.5 1.6 13.5 4.2 92 
Muslims 19.4 8.3 61.1 0.0 2.8 8.3 136 
Jewish 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 30.0 20.0 30.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 10 
None 0.0 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 25.0 25. 
0 
4 
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Table 35: Would you support this site to be listed as a World Heritage Site? (Demographic 
analysis %). 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No No opinion All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 88.6 4.2 7.2 167 
Europeans 76.5 11.8 11.8 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 77.3 13.6 9.1 22 
Asians 100 0.0 0.0 7 
Americans 70.0 10.0 20.0 10 
Others 93.3 0.0 6.7 15 
Gender     
Male 85.6 6.2 8.2 195 
Female 86.7 5.0 8.3 60 
Age 
18-30 87.6 5.0 7.4 121 
31-40 82.3 6.5 11.3 62 
41-50 88.6 6.8 4.5 44 
51-60 83.3 11.1 5.6 18 
61-70 80.0 0.0 20.0 5 
71+ 80.0 0.0 20.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 88.8 4.5 6.7 100 
Married 84.6 6.3 9.1 143 
Divorced 91.7 0.0 8.3 12 
Widow/widower 75.0 25.0 0.0 8 
Other 100 0.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 83.8 0.0 16.2 37 
Secondary school 89.2 7.2 3.6 81 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 82.8 7.5 9.7 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 83.3 8.3 8.3 24 
Trade qualification 100 0.0 0.0 8 
Other 90.0 0.0 10.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 84.0 6.4 9.6 94 
In a small group 81.2 9.4 9.4 32 
With an organized tour company 62.5 18.8 18.8 16 
With family or friends 92.0 2.7 5.3 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No No opinion All (N= 255) 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 87.9 3.2 8.9 124 
$U36,000-60,000 84.7 6.9 8.3 72 
$U61,000-120,000 92.3 0.0 7.7 26 
More than $U120,000 75.8 18.2 6.1 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 100 0.0 0.0 9 
Christians 89.6 4.7 5.7 92 
Muslims 72.2 11.1 16.7 136 
Jewish 0.0 50.0 50.0 2 
Hindu 80.0 10.0 10.0 10 
None 0.0 0.0 100 2 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 0.0 4 
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Table 36: How did you learn about the site? (Motivational group). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected N% X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims In School 34 12.4   
From Sacred or religious 
texts 
32 12.4 97.977 0.000 
A friend 7 12.4   
On television 4 12.4   
In magazine/papa 2 12.4   
By internet 7 12.4   
Other 1 12.4   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
In School 8 6.3   
From Sacred or religious 
texts 
8 6.3 2.632 0.268 
A friend 3 6.3   
On television -    
In magazine/papa -    
By internet -    
Other -    
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
In School 27 21.3 215.799 0.000 
From Sacred or religious 
texts 
81 21.3   
A friend 16 21.3   
On television 3 21.3   
In magazine/papa 4 21.3   
By internet 13 21.3   
Other 5 21.3   
Total  149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
511  
Table 37: How much did you know about the site BEFORE visiting? (Motivational groups). 
 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Nothing 15 17.4 19.149 0.001 
A few details 32 17.4   
A Moderate 
amount 
15 17.4   
Quite a lot 18 17.4   
Every thing 7 17.4   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
Nothing 3 4.8 2.684 0.443 
A few details 6 4.8   
A Moderate 
amount 
3 4.8   
Quite a lot 7 4.8   
Every thing -    
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
Nothing 18 29.8 21.101 0.000 
A few details 48 29.8   
A Moderate 
amount 
28 29.8   
Quite a lot 36 29.8   
Every thing 19 29.8   
Total  149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 38: How much do you know about the site AFTER visiting? (Motivtional groups). 
 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Nothing -    
A few details 22 21.8 0.218 0.975 
A Moderate 
amount 
23 21.8   
Quite a lot 22 21.8   
Every thing 20 21.8   
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
Nothing -    
A few details 4 4.8 1.842 0.606 
A Moderate 
amount 
3 4.8   
Quite a lot 5 4.8   
Every thing 7 4.8   
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
Nothing -    
A few details 23 37.2 29.228 0.000 
A Moderate 
amount 
27 37.2   
Quite a lot 65 37.2   
Every thing 34 37.2   
Total  149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
Table 39: Have you ever heard of or read about one of these sites (Bethany, The Cave of the 
Seven Sleepers? (Motivational groups). 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
Yes 69 43.5   
No 18 43.5 29.897 0.000 
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
     
Yes 17 9.5   
No 2 9.5 11.842 0.001 
Total      
Secular 
Tourists 
     
Yes 116 74.5   
No 33 74.5 46.235 0.000 
Total  149    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 40: Are you intending to visit one or both of these sites? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims Yes Bethany 38 29.0   
Yes/Cave of the 
seven sleepers 
20 29.0 5.586  
No 29 29.0  0.061 
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
Yes Bethany 8 6.3 7.053 0.029 
Yes/Cave of the 
seven sleepers 
1 6.3   
No 10 6.3   
Total      
Secular 
Tourists 
Yes Bethany 54 49.7 10.242 0.006 
Yes/Cave of the 
seven sleepers 
32 49.7   
No 63 49.7   
Total  149    
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
 
Table 41: Did you have a tour guide at the site? (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
Yes 45 43.5   
No 42 43.5 103. 0.748 
Total  87    
Religious 
Tourists 
     
Yes 7 9.5 1.316 0.251 
No 12 9.5   
Total  19    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
Yes 53 74.5   
No 96 74.5 12.409 0.000 
Total      
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 42: How did you learn about the site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
sch 
ool 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frien 
d 
On 
televis 
ion 
In 
magazin 
e/papers 
By 
inter 
net 
Oth 
er 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 28.1 45.5 11.4 1.8 2.4 9.0 1.8 167 
Europeans 29.4 50.0 8.8 2.9 0.0 2.9 5.9 34 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
18.2 59.1 4.5 9.1 4.5 4.5 0.0 22 
Asians 42.9 28.6 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7 
Americans 0.0 60.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10 
Others 33.3 46.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 15 
Gender 
Male 30.8 43.6 8.7 3.6 2.1 9.7 1.5 195 
Female 15.0 60.0 15.0 0.0 3.3 1.7 5.0 60 
Age 
18-30 32.2 41.3 15.7 2.5 2.5 5.0 0.8 121 
31-40 17.7 53.2 4.8 4.8 3.2 14.5 1.6 62 
41-50 34.1 54.5 2.3 0.0 0.0 6.8 2.3 44 
51-60 16.7 55.6 11.1 0.0 5.6 5.6 5.6 18 
61-70 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 5 
71+ 0.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 30.3 39.3 18.0 2.2 2.2 6.7 1.1 89 
Married 26.6 54.5 4.2 1.4 2.1 8.4 2.8 143 
Divorced 25.0 33.3 16.7 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12 
Widow/widower 12.5 25.0 25.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 12.5 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 40.5 32.4 8.1 8.1 2.7 8.1 0.0 37 
Secondary school 37.3 45.8 8.4 1.2 1.2 4.8 1.2 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
21.5 47.3 11.8 2.2 3.2 9.7 4.3 93 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
8.3 66.7 8.3 4.2 4.2 0.0 8.3 24 
Trade qualification 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8 
Other 10.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 10.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 33.0 43.6 11.7 2.1 3.2 6.4 0.0 94 
In a small group 25.0 28.1 28.1 3.1 6.2 9.4 0.0 32 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
In 
sch 
ool 
From sacred 
or religious 
text 
A 
frien 
d 
On 
televis 
ion 
In 
magazin 
e/papers 
By 
inter 
net 
Oth 
er 
All 
(N= 
255) 
With an organized 
tour company 
43.8 25.0 12.5 6.2 6.2 0.0 6.2 16 
With family or 
friends 
20.4 59.3 3.5 2.7 0.9 8.8 4.4 113 
Annual Income 
Less than $U35,000 31.5 42.7 12.9 1.6 2.4 6.5 2.4 124 
$U36,000-60,000 23.6 51.4 5.6 2.8 2.8 11.1 2.8 72 
$U61,000-120,000 23.1 61.5 7.7 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 26 
More than 
$U120,000 
21.2 45.5 12.1 6.1 3.0 9.1 3.0 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 11.1 22.2 11.1 0.0 0.0 55.6 0.0 9 
Christians 29.7 50.0 5.7 2.6 2.1 8.3 1.6 92 
Muslims 16.7 47.2 25.0 2.8 0.0 2.8 5.6 136 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 10.0 50.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 10 
None 0.0 0.0 50.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 4 
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Table 43: How much did you know about the site BEFORE visiting? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
Not 
hing 
A few 
details 
A 
moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything (now 
am an expert) 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 16.2 29.3 20.4 23.3 10.8 167 
Europeans 35.3 29.4 8.8 14.7 11.8 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 18.2 18.2 27.3 31.8 4.5 22 
Asians 14.3 14.3 14.3 57.1 0.0 7 
Americans 50.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10 
Others 26.7 20.0 6.7 33.3 13.3 15 
Gender 
Male 22.6 24.6 20.5 23.1 9.2 195 
Female 15.0 35.0 10.0 26.7 13.0 60 
Age 
18-30  
20.7 
31.4 19.0 19.0 9.9 121 
31-40 24.2 21.0 25.8 21.0 8.1 62 
41-50 6.8 27.3 11.4 40.9 13.6 44 
51-60 33.3 22.2 0.0 27.8 16.7 18 
61-70 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 5 
71+ 40.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 28.1 31.5 15.7 16.9 7.9 89 
Married 14.0 24.5 20.3 28.0 13.3 143 
Divorced 41.7 16.7 8.3 33.3 0.0 12 
Widow/widower 25.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 8 
Other 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 0.0 100 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 54.1 29.7 8.1 8.1 0.0 37 
Secondary school 18.1 21.7 15.7 31.3 13.3 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
15.1 33.3 24.7 18.3 8.6 93 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
8.3 20.8 12.5 41.7 16.7 24 
Trade qualification 0.0 25.0 25.0 37.5 12.5 8 
Other 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 28.7 26.6 23.4 12.8 8.5 94 
In a small group 21.9 56.2 15.6 6.2 0.0 32 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
Not 
hing 
A few 
details 
A 
moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything (now 
am an expert) 
All 
(N= 
255) 
With an organized tour 
company 
56.2 6.2 12.5 25.0 0.0 16 
With family or friends 8.8 22.1 15.0 38.1 15.9 113 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 20.2 28.2 18.6 26.6 6.5 124 
$U36,000-60,000 18.1 34.7 12.5 16.7 18.1 72 
$U61,000-120,000 30.8 11.5 11.5 34.6 11.5 26 
More than $U120,000 21.2 18.2 33.3 21.2 6.1 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 77.8 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 9 
Christians 16.1 25.5 19.8 25.5 13.0 92 
Muslims 19.4 44.4 16.7 16.7 2.8 136 
Jewish 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 40.0 10.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 10 
None 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 4 
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Table 44: How much do you know about the site AFTER visiting? (Demographic analysis 
%). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
A few 
details 
A moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything (now 
am an expert) 
All (N= 
255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 15.0 25.1 35.3 24.6 167 
Europeans 23.5 20.6 38.2 17.6 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 18.2 9.1 50.0 22.7 22 
Asians 0.0 28.6 57.1 14.3 7 
Americans 50.0 10.0 30.0 10.0 10 
Others 33.3 6.7 13.3 46.7 15 
Gender 
Male 18.5 22.1 37.4 22.1 195 
Female 21.7 16.7 31.7 30.0 60 
Age 
18-30 25.6 19.8 36.4 18.2 121 
31-40 11.3 22.6 38.7 27.4 62 
41-50 4.5 15.9 43.2 36.4 44 
51-60 33.3 27.8 22.2 16.7 18 
61-70 20.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 5 
71+ 40.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 27.0 22.5 31.5 19.1 89 
Married 12.6 18.2 42.0 27.3 143 
Divorced 50.0 16.7 8.3 25.0 12 
Widow/widower 12.5 37.5 25.0 25.0 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 48.6 35.1 13.5 2.7 37 
Secondary school 13.3 14.5 37.3 34.9 83 
Bachelor degree/ 
undergraduate university 
14.0 23.7 40.9 21.5 93 
Masters or doctoral 
degree 
8.3 20.8 37.5 33.3 24 
Trade qualification 25.0 12.5 37.5 25.0 8 
Other 30.0 60.0 0.0 10.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 25.5 21.3 36.2 17.0 94 
In a small group 18.8 43.8 31.2 6.2 32 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
A few 
details 
A moderate 
amount 
Quite 
a lot 
Everything (now 
am an expert) 
All (N= 
255) 
With an organized tour 
company 
37.5 12.5 31.2 18.8 16 
With family or friends 11.5 15.0 38.1 35.4 113 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 16.1 21.8 37.9 24.2 124 
$U36,000-60,000 23.6 16.7 36.1 23.6 72 
$U61,000-120,000 26.9 19.2 26.9 26.9 26 
More than $U120,000 15.2 27.3 36.4 21.2 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 9 
Christians 14.6 20.3 37.5 27.5 92 
Muslims 16.7 19.4 47.2 16.7 136 
Jewish 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 30.0 20.0 30.0 20.0 10 
None 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 4 
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Table 45: Have you ever heard or read about one of these sites (Bethany, the Cave of the 
Seven Sleepers)? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 77.2 22.8 167 
Europeans 82.4 17.6 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 86.4 13.6 22 
Asians 100 0.0 7 
Americans 70.0 30.0 10 
Others 80.0 20.0 15 
Gender 
Male 76.4 23.6 195 
Female 88.3 11.7 60 
Age 
18-30 79.3 20.7 121 
31-40 74.2 25.8 62 
41-50 86.4 13.6 44 
51-60 77.8 22.2 18 
61-70 80.0 20.0 5 
71+ 80.0 20.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 79.8 20.2 89 
Married 77.6 22.4 143 
Divorced 100 0.0 12 
Widow/widower 75.0 25.0 8 
Other 100 0.0 1 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 67.6 32.4 37 
Secondary school 83.1 16.9 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 82.8 17.2 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 87.5 12.5 24 
Trade qualification 62.5 37.5 8 
Other 50.0 50.5 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 73.4 26.6 94 
In a small group 90.6 9.4 32 
With an organized tour company 75.0 25.0 16 
With family or friends 81.4 18.6 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 79.0 21.0 124 
$U36,000-60,000 79.2 20.8 72 
$U61,000-120,000 76.9 23.1 26 
More than $U120,000 81.8 18.2 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 100 0.0 9 
Christians 76.6 23.4 92 
Muslims 91.7 8.3 136 
Jewish 100 0.0 2 
Hindu 80.0 20.0 10 
None 0.0 100 2 
Prefer not to answer 75.0 25.0 4 
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Table 46: Are you intending to visit one or both of these sites? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes/Bethany Yes/The 
Cave 
No All (N= 
255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 41.9 20.4 37.7 167 
Europeans 41.2 20.6 38.2 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 27.3 18.2 54.5 22 
Asians 28.6 14.3 57.1 7 
Americans 20.0 30.0 50.0 10 
Others 40.0 26.7 33.3 15 
Gender 
Male 41.5 20.0 38.5 195 
Female 31.7 23.3 45.0 60 
Age 
18-30 34.7 24.8 40.5 121 
31-40 48.4 17.7 33.9 62 
41-50 40.9 18.2 40.9 44 
51-60 38.9 16.7 44.4 18 
61-70 40.0 20.0 40.0 5 
71+ 20.0 0.0 80.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 42.7 21.3 36.0 89 
Married 39.9 20.3 39.9 143 
Divorced 16.7 16.7 66.7 12 
Widow/widower 12.5 37.5 50.0 8 
Other 0.0 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 100 0.0 0.0 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 54.1 21.6 24.3 37 
Secondary school 37.3 16.9 45.8 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate 
university 
33.3 16.1 50.5 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 33.3 45.8 20.8  
Trade qualification 62.5 12.5 25.0 8 
Other 50.0 40.0 10.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 43.6 23.4 33.0 94 
In a small group 31.2 21.9 46.9 32 
With an organized tour company 37.5 6.2 56.2 16 
With family or friends 38.1 20.4 41.6 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes/Bethany Yes/The 
Cave 
No All (N= 
255) 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 37.1 20.2 42.7 124 
$U36,000-60,000 44.4 22.2 33.3 72 
$U61,000-120,000 42.3 11.5 46.2 26 
More than $U120,000 33.3 27.3 39.4 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 44.4 22.2 33.3 9 
Christians 42.2 21.9 35.9 92 
Muslims 22.2 16.7 61.1 136 
Jewish 0.0 0.0 100 2 
Hindu 40.0 30.0 30.0 10 
None 100 0.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to answer 25.0 0.0 75.0 4 
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Table 47: Did you have a tour guide at the site? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 41.3 58.7 167 
Europeans 35.3 64.7 34 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 27.3 72.7 22 
Asians 42.9 57.1 7 
Americans 60.0 40.0 10 
Others 60.0 40.0 15 
Gender 
Male 38.5 61.5 195 
Female 50.0 50.0 60 
Age 
18-30 47.9 52.1 121 
31-40 30.6 69.4 62 
41-50 31.8 68.2 44 
51-60 55.6 44.4 18 
61-70 60.0 40.0 5 
71+ 20.0 80.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 50.6 49.4 89 
Married 35.7 64.3 143 
Divorced 58.3 41.7 12 
Widow/widower 25.0 75.0 8 
Other 0.0 100 1 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 59.5 40.5 37 
Secondary school 38.6 61.4 83 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 43.0 57.0 93 
Masters or doctoral degree 29.2 70.8 24 
Trade qualification 25.0 75.0 8 
Other 20.0 80.0 10 
Form of traveling 
Independently 43.6 56.4 94 
In a small group 62.5 37.5 32 
With an organized tour company 50.0 50.0 16 
With family or friends 31.9 68.1 113 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 37.9 62.1 124 
$U36,000-60,000 43.1 56.9 72 
$U61,000-120,000 42.3 57.7 26 
More than $U120,000 48.5 51.5 33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 100 0.0 9 
Christians 37.5 62.5 92 
Muslims 47.2 52.8 136 
Jewish 50.0 50.0 2 
Hindu 40.0 60.0 10 
None 0.0 100 2 
Prefer not to answer 50.0 50.0 4 
 
 
Table 48: Was this tour guide only for this site?  (Motivational groups). 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  N X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
Yes 10 22.5 5.667 0.000 
No 35 22.5   
Total  45    
Religious 
Tourists 
     
Yes 7 3.5 3.562 0.000 
No - 3.5   
Total  7    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
Yes 8 26.5 9.356 0.000 
No 45 26.5   
Total  53    
*  significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 49: Was this tour guide only for this site?  (Demographic analysis %). 
 
 
Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 22.8 77.2 69 
Europeans 5.9 94.1 12 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 4.5 95.5 6 
Asians 0.0 100 3 
Americans 20.0 80.0 6 
Others 0.0 100 9 
Gender 
Male 14.9 85.1 75 
Female 23.3 76.7 30 
Age 
18-30 19.8 80.2 58 
31-40 16.1 83.9 19 
41-50 15.9 84.1 14 
51-60 11.1 88.9 10 
61-70 0.0 100 3 
71+ 0.0 100 1 
Marital status 
Single 23.6 76.4 45 
Married 15.4 84.6 51 
Divorced 0.0 100 7 
Widow/widower 0.0 100 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 5.4 94.6 22 
Secondary school 19.3 80.7 32 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 20.4 79.6 40 
Masters or doctoral degree 20.8 79.8 7 
Trade qualification 0.0 100 2 
Other 10.0 90.0 2 
Form of traveling 
Independently 14.9 85.1 41 
In a small group 31.2 68.8 20 
With an organized tour company 6.2 93.8 8 
With family or friends 15.9 84.1 36 
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Respondents’ demographics Yes No All (N= 255) 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 19.4 80.6 47 
$U36,000-60,000 18.1 81.9 31 
$U61,000-120,000 7.7 92.3 11 
More than $U120,000 12.1 87.9 16 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 0.0 100 9 
Christians 17.7 82.3 17 
Muslims 77.8 22.2 72 
Jewish 0.0 100 1 
Hindu 10.0 90.0 4 
Prefer not to answer 0.0 100 2 
 
 
 
Table 50: Are you satisfied with this tour guide in general? (Motivational groups). 
 
 
Motivational group Observed N Expected  % X2 Sig. 
Pilgrims      
Yes 30 22.5 3.562 0.000 
No 15 22.5   
Total  45    
Religious 
Tourists 
     
Yes 3 3.5 1.978 0.000 
No 4 3.5   
Total  7    
Secular 
Tourists 
     
Yes 39 26.5 2.786 0.000 
No 14 26.5   
Total  53    
*  significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 51: Are you satisfied with this tour guide in general? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ demographic Yes No All (N= 255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 79.7 20.3 69 
Europeans 33.3 66.7 12 
Non-Jordanian Arabs 83.3 16.7 6 
Asians 33.3 66.7 3 
Americans 33.3 66.7 6 
Others 55.5 44.5 9 
Gender 
Male 70.7 29.3 75 
Female 63.3 36.7 30 
Age 
18-30 77.6 22.4 58 
31-40 63.1 36.9 19 
41-50 42.9 57.1 14 
51-60 60.0 40.0 10 
61-70 66.7 33.3 3 
71+ 100 - 1 
Marital status 
Single 68.9 31.1 45 
Married 72.5 27.5 51 
Divorced 28.6 71.4 7 
Widow/widower 100 - 2 
Educational level 
Primary school 68.2 31.8 22 
Secondary school 65.6 34.4 32 
Bachelor degree/ undergraduate university 72.5 27.5 40 
Masters or doctoral degree 57.1 42.9 7 
Trade qualification 50.0 50.0 2 
Other 100 - 2 
Form of traveling 
Independently 80.5 19.5 41 
In a small group 50.0 50.0 20 
With an organized tour company 75.0 25.0 8 
With family or friends 63.8 36.2 36 
Annual income 
Less than $U35,000 70.2 29.8 47 
$U36,000-60,000 67.7 32.3 31 
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Respondents’ demographic Yes No All (N= 255) 
$U61,000-120,000 72.7 27.3 11 
More than $U120,000 62.5 37.5 16 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 22.2 77.8 9 
Christians 35.3 64.7 17 
Muslims 83.3 16.7 72 
Jewish 100 - 1 
Hindu 25.0 75.0 4 
Prefer not to answer 100 - 2 
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Table 52: Please estimate the longest conversation between you and a local person at or near the 
site?   (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1-5 5-15 15-30 30-45 45 1 
hour 
1-2 
hour 
s 
More 
than 2 
hours 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Nationality 
Jordanians 26.3 32.9 13.2 15.0 4.2 2.4 3.0 1.2 1.8 167 
Europeans 26.5 14.7 11.8 8.8 8.8 17.6 2.9 2.9 5.9 34 
Non-Jordanian 
Arabs 
 
27.3 
 
13.6 
 
4.5 
 
27.3 
 
18.2 
 
4.5 
 
0.0 
 
4.5 
 
0.0 
22 
Asians 28.6 28.6 0.0 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 7 
Americans 30.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 10 
Others 40.0 0.0 26.7 6.7 13.3 6.7 0.0 6.7 0.0 15 
Gender 
Male 34.4 16.4 13.3 12.8 13.8 6.2 1.0 0.5 1.5 195 
Female 36.7 18.3 10.0 13.3 8.3 8.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 60 
Age 
18-30 24.8 9.9 14.9 15.7 8.3 12.4 11.6 1.7 0.8 121 
31-40 21.0 14.5 12.9 12.9 8.1 11.3 12.9 3.2 3.2 62 
41-50 22.7 9.1 25.0 9.1 11.4 4.5 11.4 4.5 2.3 44 
51-60 27.8 11.1 11.1 5.6 11.1 5.6 11.1 11.1 5.6 18 
61-70 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
71+ 40.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 
Marital status 
Single 29.2 12.4 11.2 9.0 10.1 10.1 11.2 4.5 2.2 89 
Married 29.4 12.6 20.3 14.0 9.8 3.5 3.5 4.9 2.1 143 
Divorced 25.0 16.7 25.0 0.0 8.3 8.3 8.3 0.0 8.3 12 
Widow/widow 
er 
 
25.0 
 
0.0 
 
25.0 
 
0.0 
 
12.5 
 
12.5 
 
12.5 
 
12.5 
 
0.0 
8 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 1 
Prefer not to 
answer 
 
50.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
50.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
2 
Educational level 
Primary 
school 
 
54.1 
 
32.4 
 
5.4 
 
5.4 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
2.7 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
37 
Secondary 
school 
 
30.1 
 
26.5 
 
16.9 
 
8.4 
 
8.4 
 
3.6 
 
3.6 
 
1.2 
 
1.2 
83 
Bachelor 
degree/ 
undergraduate 
university 
 
 
 
22.6 
 
 
 
16.1 
 
 
 
8.6 
 
 
 
10.8 
 
 
 
15.1 
 
 
 
18.3 
 
 
 
6.5 
 
 
 
2.2 
 
 
 
0.0 
93 
Masters or 
doctoral 
degree 
 
 
25.0 
 
 
16.7 
 
 
12.5 
 
 
8.3 
 
 
25.0 
 
 
8.3 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
4.2 
 
 
0.0 
24 
Trade 
qualification 
 
12.5 
 
12.5 
 
12.5 
 
12.5 
 
25.0 
 
12.5 
 
12.5 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
8 
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Respondents’ 
demographics 
0 1-5 5-15 15-30 30-45 45 1 
hour 
1-2 
hour 
s 
More 
than 2 
hours 
All 
(N= 
255) 
Other 28.6 14.3 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 14.3 7.1 14 
Form of travelling 
Independently 31.9 19.1 16.0 13.8 5.3 2.1 4.3 2.1 5.3 94 
In a small 
group 
 
50.0 
 
12.5 
 
0.0 
 
6.3 
 
6.3 
 
9.4 
 
6.3 
 
6.3 
 
3.1 
32 
With an 
organized tour 
company 
 
 
31.3 
 
 
31.3 
 
 
18.8 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
6.3 
 
 
6.3 
16 
With family or 
friends 
 
31.9 
 
24.8 
 
14.2 
 
13.3 
 
7.1 
 
6.2 
 
0.9 
 
0.9 
 
0.9 
113 
Annual income 
Less than 
$U35,000 
 
27.4 
 
20.2 
 
17.7 
 
8.9 
 
9.7 
 
6.5 
 
3.2 
 
2.4 
 
4.0 
124 
$U36,000- 
60,000 
 
27.8 
 
30.6 
 
6.9 
 
8.3 
 
11.1 
 
5.6 
 
2.8 
 
2.8 
 
4.2 
72 
$U61,000- 
120,000 
 
23.1 
 
11.5 
 
15.4 
 
26.9 
 
11.5 
 
7.7 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
3.8 
26 
More than 
$U120,000 
 
24.2 
 
27.3 
 
6.1 
 
6.1 
 
6.1 
 
6.1 
 
12.1 
 
9.1 
 
3.0 
33 
Religious affiliation 
Buddhist 22.2 0.0 11.1 22.2 22.2 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 9 
Christians 60.9 39.1 17.4 26.1 20.7 15.2 17.4 6.5 5.4 92 
Muslims 9.6 5.9 5.1 0.7 1.5 1.5 0.7 1.5 0.0 136 
Jewish 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Hindu 37.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 8 
None 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 
Prefer not to 
answer 
 
50.0 
 
0.0 
 
25.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
25.0 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
4 
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Table 53: Do you currently live? (Demographic analysis %). 
 
Nationality Country Frequency Percent 
Jordanians Amman 119 71.3 
Aqaba 2 1.2 
Irbid 21 12.6 
Jarash 1 0.6 
Alsalt 3 1.8 
Ma'an 1 0.6 
Mafraq 1 0.6 
Rajeeb 1 0.6 
Mota 1 0.6 
Sahab 6 3.6 
Naor 1 0.6 
Zarqa 10 6.0 
Total  167 100 
Europeans Britain 5 14.7 
Ireland 1 2.9 
Deutschland 1 2.9 
France 9 26.5 
Italy 18 52.9 
Total  34 100 
Non- 
Jordanian 
Arabs 
Lebanon 2 9.1 
Saudi Arabia 9 40.9 
Syria 1 4.5 
Labia 1 4.5 
Emirate 2 9.1 
Syria 1 4.5 
Iraq 4 18.2 
Palestine 1 4.5 
Sudan 1 4.5 
Total  22 100 
Asians Afghanistan 1 14.3 
India 1 14.3 
Pakistan 1 14.3 
Japan 1 14.3 
Singapore 2 28.6 
Hong Kong 1 14.3 
Total  7 100 
Americans USA 6 60.0 
Canada 2 20.0 
Argentine 2 20.0 
Total  10 100 
Others Australia 8 53.3 
New Zealand 2 13.3 
South Africa 5 33.3 
Total  15 100 
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